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Phonological awareness and expressive language are important prerequisites for any reader, but 
in the case of an emergent English Language Learner (ELL) with language impairment, the task 
of developing phonological sensitivity and expressive language can be as challenging as it is 
crucial. The purpose of this study is to determine the effect that sublexical fluency and auditory 
discrimination tasks will have on the phonological awareness and expressive language of a first 
grade ELL with language impairment who did not respond to previous treatment of a more 
common phonological awareness intervention, Road to the Code (Blachman, Ball, Black, & 
Tangel, 2000), specifically on the task of phonemic segmentation. This former intervention used 
Elkonin, or sound, boxes, and a routine of teacher modeling, imitation, and corrective feedback 
with emphasis on saying words slowly to hear and segment the individual sounds in words. The 
results of this study suggest that a phonological awareness intervention that focuses instead on 
sublexical fluency and auditory discrimination tasks—two elements commonly missing from 
most prescriptive phonological awareness interventions—can have a positive impact on the 
phonological awareness and expressive language of even the most linguistically-desensitized 
learners.  
 Keywords: phonological awareness, phonemic segmentation, expressive language, 
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Chapter One: Introduction 
 On the most recent National Assessment of Educational Progress—considered by many 
to be the nation‘s report card—a staggering 70 percent of fourth-grade English Language 
Learners (ELLs) failed to reach even a basic level of reading (National Center for Education 
Statistics [NCES], 2011). Comparatively, for students who speak English as their first language, 
this number is significantly lower, at only 30 percent (NCES, 2011). In an effort to explain the 
historically massive shortfall in reading achievement of students from non-dominant linguistic 
backgrounds, expert panelists testifying before the United States Commission on Civil Rights 
blamed one common, underlying trigger: a lack of early reading readiness (USCCR, 2009). The 
testimony, in conjunction with increased emphasis nationwide on Response to Intervention (RtI) 
as outlined in the Individuals with Disabilities Education Improvement Act of 2004, challenged 
the educational system to its core by requiring it to take measures to proactively address, rather 
than simply label and ignore, achievement discrepancies between subgroups of students. As a 
result, teachers, schools, and school districts alike became accountable for meeting the needs of 
underachieving students, whether regular or special education, through responsive early reading 
intervention. The Report of the National Reading Panel stated that one of the most important 
factors mediating early literacy development is phonemic awareness, or the awareness of the 
smallest units of spoken language (National Institute of Child Health and Human Development 
[NICHD], 2000).  
 These three key pieces of evidence—the underachievement of English Language 
Learners in reading, the need for responsive early reading intervention, and importance of 
phonemic awareness to literacy acquisition—led to the current study. In this chapter the study, 




Beyond Sound Boxes: The Case for Sublexical Fluency and Auditory Discrimination Tasks in the 
Phonological Awareness Intervention of an English Language Learner with Language 
Impairment, is introduced. First, the rationale and context for this topic is provided. Next, 
connections between the current study, existing research, and the Common Core Standards for 
English Language Arts (2010) are briefly discussed. Finally, key terms used throughout the study 
are defined. 
Rationale and Context  
 In my new role as the reading specialist in a public elementary school located in a 
suburban school district in the Midwestern United States, I faced this exact challenge to 
proactively intervene with a struggling first grade ELL, María
1
, when her Measures of Academic 
Progress (MAP) from kindergarten and Fall of first grade fell within the Tier III range as 
compared to national norms of her same-age peers, qualifying her for an intensive reading 
intervention. Based on this universal screener and my own classroom-based assessment of 
María‘s skills, it became apparent that Maria‘s needs spanned a range of early literacy skills, as 
she could only identify 12 uppercase letters, seven lowercase letters, and three letter sounds. 
Additionally, she was not able to rhyme and could not segment or blend sounds in words, 
revealing an underlying phonological weakness.   
 Because Maria‘s needs were more profound than those of other struggling first graders, I 
began providing Maria with a reading intervention, Road to the Code (Blachman, Ball, Black, & 
Tangel, 2000), in October of her first-grade year with the hope of improving a range of early 
literacy skills, including phonological awareness. In particular, this intervention relied heavily on 
                                                 
1
 To maintain confidentiality a pseudonym is used to refer to the case study participant 




the use of Elkonin—or sound—boxes, into which María would drag a chip while attempting to 
simultaneously say the individual sounds in a given word after it was modeled for her. In 
December of that year, I began monitoring María‘s response to this intervention weekly through 
the AIMSweb Test of Early Literacy (Shinn & Shinn, 2002), which included measures of letter 
naming fluency, letter sound fluency, phonemic segmentation fluency, and nonsense word 
fluency. As we neared the end of the 44-lesson program and I analyzed her response to the 
intervention through AIMSweb early literacy indicators, it was evident that while María had 
made growth in some areas of early literacy, she still lagged significantly behind her goals, 
particularly in the area of phonemic segmentation, or the ability to hear and segment the sounds 
in spoken words. I conjectured that the biggest problem with this sound-box approach for a 
student with limited English proficiency like María was the program‘s disregard for fluency in 
the daily practice of segmenting spoken words into sounds, which resulted in continued subpar 
performance on her weekly AIMSweb phonemic segmentation fluency tests. Instead, I observed 
her struggle to hold the spoken word in her phonological memory, long enough to ―hear‖ and 
then reproduce the individual sounds. Moreover, the cycle of repeated teacher modeling, failed 
imitation, and corrective feedback, did not provide the scaffolding necessary for María to 
develop the metacognitive awareness required to segment the sounds in words independently.  
 In addition to concern over her non-response to this initial phonological awareness 
intervention in the area of phonemic segmentation, her classroom teacher and I became 
increasingly concerned about María‘s lack of expressive language and her inability to 
communicate in both the regular classroom setting and within other contexts of school. Fully 
aware that the only language spoken at home was Spanish, we still considered her limited 
expressive language in English worrisome for a number of reasons. First, María produced only 




one and two-word utterances, even though she had received a full year of English instruction 
with daily services from the English as a Second Language (ESL) teacher during the previous 
year in kindergarten and in first grade. Second, I noticed that María‘s sister, to whom I also 
provided a reading intervention, spoke fluently and in complete sentences in English even though 
she was a full year younger than María and in kindergarten. Third, María had to resort to 
pointing to objects because her utterances often failed to communicate her thoughts and needs to 
others. At her mid-winter parent-teacher conference, her classroom teacher and I shared our 
concern for María‘s expressive language with her mother and, through an interpreter, confirmed 
that she too had difficulty communicating with her daughter at home in her native language of 
Spanish, which even further increased our concern. It was later determined that these expressive 
language concerns were valid, as she showed such significant expressive language deficits in 
both English and Spanish that she was determined to have language impairment. 
 As a result of these overlapping phonological and expressive language concerns, I 
attempted to think outside the box—outside of sound boxes, that is—to define the current 
research question: What effects would a phonological awareness intervention with emphasis on 
sublexical fluency and auditory discrimination tasks have on this ELL with language 
impairment‘s discrete ability to hear and produce the individual sounds in words, as well as on 
her more general ability to produce expressive language in both English and Spanish? My 
hypothesis was that a phonological awareness intervention, designed to emphasize sublexical 
fluency and auditory discrimination tasks, would positively affect both the phonological 
awareness and expressive language of this first grade ELL. Additionally, I hypothesized that an 
intervention in the student‘s second language, English, would positively impact her phonological 
awareness and expressive language skills in her native language. Over the course of seven weeks 




between February and April, I investigated this research question and hypothesis by 
incorporating these elements into a new phonological awareness intervention and studying its 
short-term effects.  
Connection to Research and Common Core Standards 
 The research supporting the importance of early phonological awareness skills as part of 
early reading interventions is both unambiguous and plentiful. Phonological awareness skills are 
predictive of later reading development (Gray & McCutchen, 2006; Hogan, Catts, & Little, 
2005). More specifically, phonemic awareness, a subset of phonological awareness focused at 
the individual sound level, has been shown to be the most closely correlated to both reading and 
spelling development (Nation & Hulme, 1997). The reality is that many students do not come to 
school with these important prerequisite skills (Bowey, 1995). Fortunately, phonological 
awareness interventions have been shown to be effective for at-risk students (Ryder, Tunmer, & 
Greaney, 2008), including English phonological awareness interventions for at-risk English 
Language Learners (Healy, Vanderwood, & Edelston, 2005; Leafstedt, Richards, & Gerber, 
2004; Vaughn, Mathes, Linan-Thompson, Cirino, Carlson, Pollard-Durodola, Cardenas-Hagan, 
& Francis, 2006). Additionally, there is further support for second-language phonological 
awareness intervention that shows that phonological awareness skills can transfer across 
languages the student speaks (Cárdenas-Hagan, Carlson, & Pollard-Durodola, 2007; Chen, Xu, 
Nguyen, Hong, & Wang, 2010; Vaughn et al., 2006). Last, there is evidence that phonological 
awareness intervention can result in the transfer of phonological skills to expressive language 
(Giambo & McKinney, 2004; Gillon, 2000).  




 This early reading research has become embodied by the Common Core State Standards 
for English Language Arts (2010), which identify phonological awareness as a foundational 
reading skill for children in kindergarten and first grade (RF.2). According to this standard, it is 
expected that all children in these grades will demonstrate understanding of spoken words, 
syllables, and sounds (phonemes), including segmenting spoken single-syllable words into their 
complete sequence of individual sounds (phonemes) (RF.2d). This skill is crucial because it is 
the foundation onto which future print-based letter-sound mapping occurs (Allor, Gansle, & 
Denny, 2006). Furthermore, the connection between expressive language and literacy is 
evidenced by the addition of English Language Arts standards in the areas of Speaking and 
Listening for all students in kindergarten through twelfth grade, which include demonstrating 
proficiency in Comprehension and Collaboration (SL.1-3) and Presentation of Knowledge and 
Ideas (SL. 4, 6). In these standards, first grade students are expected to participate in 
conversations with peers (SL.1), ask and answer questions (SL.2-3), describe people, places, 
things, and events with relevant details, expressing ideas and feelings clearly (SL.4) and produce 
complete sentences when appropriate to task and situation (SL.6). All of these areas of speaking 
and listening were areas in which María demonstrated a profound need. 
Conclusion 
 In my new role as Reading Specialist, I faced an immediate and practical application of 
Response to Intervention: to proactively respond to the need of a struggling first grade ELL on 
my caseload. This chapter served to introduce the rationale and context for the current study and 
provide connections to existing research and the Common Core Standards for English Language 
Arts (2010). After recognizing that this ELL was not responding to the initial sound boxes 




phonological awareness intervention approach and with increasing concern for her expressive 
language deficits, I moved beyond the sound box approach to design and implement a secondary 
phonological awareness intervention. With the hopes of improving her phonological awareness 
and expressive language in English and Spanish, this intervention focused instead on sublexical 
fluency and auditory discrimination tasks. In the chapter that follows, existing research is 
reviewed in the areas of phonological awareness and its connection to literacy development, the 
importance of phonological awareness interventions for at-risk students, including at-risk ELLs, 
the cross-linguistic transfer of phonological skills as a result of English intervention, and finally, 
the connection between phonological awareness interventions and expressive language, 














Definition of Key Terms 
AIMSweb-a benchmark and progress monitoring system used to determine response to 
intervention (Shinn & Shinn, 2002) 
Auditory discrimination tasks-two-option task that focuses on recognition, rather than 
generation, of a skill 
English Language Learner (ELL)-students whose primary or home language is other than 
English who need special language assistance to participate effectively in school instructional 
programs 
Language impairment-difficulty with the sound systems of language 
Measures of Academic Progress (MAP)-a computerized assessment used as a universal 
screener and tool for differentiating classroom instruction and tiers of intervention 
Phonological awareness- an individual's awareness of the phonological structure, or sound 
structure, of spoken words 
Phonemic segmentation-the ability to segment the individual phonemes in spoken words; a 
subunit of phonological awareness (see above) 
Response to Intervention (RtI)-a tiered model of screening, instruction, and progress 
monitoring aimed to more closely regulate the effect of instructional practices on student 
progress for the purpose of meeting students‘ learning needs and preventing referral for special 
education. Included in Individuals with Disabilities Education Improvement Act of 2004 




Road to the Code-a phonological awareness intervention program designed to target early 
literacy skills, including letter naming, initial sound identification, rhyming, phonemic 
segmentation and blending (Blachman et al., 2000); uses Elkonin, or sound boxes, to teach 
phonemic segmentation 
Sound boxes-also called Elkonin boxes; a frame of boxes commonly used to build phonemic 
segmentation by having students say the individual sounds in words while simultaneously 
dragging a manipulative into the boxes 
Sublexical fluency-the ability to identify parts that compose words accurately and automatically  
Tier III reading intervention-the most intensive reading intervention, often determined a result 














Chapter Two: Literature Review 
 Phonological awareness and expressive language are important prerequisites for any 
reader, but in the case of an emergent English Language Learner with language impairment, the 
task of developing phonological sensitivity and increasing expressive language can be as 
challenging as it is crucial. This chapter will serve to provide a comprehensive look at the 
existing research on these aspects of early literacy and language and build the case for the current 
study. First, the chapter will establish the influential and predictive nature of phonological 
sensitivity to literacy development for all types of learners. The second part of the chapter will 
show that explicit teaching of phonological awareness skills, including phonological awareness 
interventions, is beneficial for at-risk and struggling learners such as English Language Learners. 
The third section of the chapter will discuss the transferability of phonological skills, including 
between different languages. Finally, the fourth section of this chapter will present research that 
explicitly connects phonological awareness to expressive language. In the section that follows, 
the foundational importance of phonological awareness for literacy development will be 
discussed. 
Phonological Awareness and Literacy Development 
 The link between phonological awareness and literacy development has long been 
established. In this section, recent research supporting this connection will be introduced. First, 
work by Hogan, Catts, and Little (2005) will confirm the predictive validity of phonological 
awareness assessments in kindergarten on later reading development for students with and 
without language impairments. Second, the work of Gray and McCutchen (2006) will explore 
the relationship between phonological awareness, memory, and comprehension. Third, the work 




of Nation and Hulme (1997) will build the case more specifically for the importance of 
phonemic awareness skills, particularly phonemic segmentation, in learning to read and spell. 
Finally, a seminal study by Bowey (1995) will address differences in preschool phonological 
sensitivity and first-grade reading achievement due to socioeconomic status, showing that not all 
children come to school with this adequate skill and that it can have a negative impact on later 
word reading. 
 To begin, it is important to recognize the importance of early discrete phonological 
awareness skills on later literacy development for all learners. Researchers Hogan et al. (2005) 
attempted to pinpoint the predictive power of phonological awareness assessments for later word 
reading success to specific grades and ages. They posed the following research question: Do 
assessments of early phonological awareness predict reading success at and beyond second 
grade? They hypothesized that tests of both letter identification and phonological awareness 
would strongly indicate second-grade word recognition. However, they also hypothesized that 
second-grade phonological awareness would not predict fourth-grade word reading. The 
researchers utilized different dependent variables for different grade levels of the participants. 
For example, they used measures of phonological awareness and letter identification tests for 
kindergarteners, while using measures of phonological awareness, phonetic decoding, and word 
reading for second and fourth grade. The independent variables included each student‘s 
individual phonological awareness skills that developed over time as a result of regular 
classroom instruction. The study utilized a large sample of approximately 600 students, slightly 
more than half with language impairment and slightly less than half without language 
impairment. The students all spoke English as their first language and all had normal hearing, but 




were randomly selected as participants for this study after previously participating in a study on 
the effects of language impairment in kindergarten children. 
 In conducting this longitudinal study between phonological awareness and later reading 
success, Hogan et al. (2005) first began by giving the participating kindergarteners a multiple-
item syllable and phoneme deletion task. In order to reliably compare between skills, the 
researchers also assessed kindergarteners‘ letter identification using a subtest of a well-known 
reading test. When these students reached second grade, the researchers again assessed their 
phonological skills using a more challenging version of the syllable and phoneme deletion task. 
They also used the same well-known reading test to assess the students in second grade on 
identifying words and reading phonetically-regular non-words. Finally, when these students 
reached fourth grade, the researchers assessed these same three subtests of phonological 
awareness, word identification and decoding. In each case, researchers discontinued testing if the 
students reached a ceiling of six consecutive errors. One piece of the study‘s design that should 
be considered is that the measure of phonological awareness was actually a single phonemic 
deletion task. The results from this phonemic awareness task were then generalized to be 
considered results of phonological awareness. 
 The findings of Hogan et al. (2005) confirmed the researchers‘ initial hypothesis and 
replicated the findings of previous research that early phonological awareness does, in fact, 
predict later word reading better than other aspects of literacy such as letter identification. 
Interestingly, the study also confirmed the researchers‘ second hypothesis that phonological 
awareness in second grade does not predict word reading in fourth grade. Instead, the researchers 
found a ―reciprocal relationship‖ between phonological awareness and reading in that second-
grade word reading actually predicted fourth-grade phonological awareness (Hogan et al., 2005, 




p. 291). These findings suggest that monitoring early phonological awareness skills is crucial to 
determining students at-risk for future reading failure. In addition, these findings suggest that 
phonological awareness development in emergent readers is time-sensitive, and intricately 
related to word reading. This study is also important because it included children in the sample 
population both with and without language impairments, and found that the predictive power of 
early phonological skills on later reading development did not vary between these subsets of the 
population. Based on these results, the researchers recommended a close relationship between 
teachers, reading specialists, and speech and language pathologists in meeting the needs of 
struggling and at-risk emergent learners.  
 While Hogan et al. (2005) established the predictive nature of early phonological 
awareness to later word reading, Gray and McCutchen (2006) extended the study to include an 
investigation of the relationship between phonological awareness, memory and comprehension. 
Specifically, the researchers wondered whether similar phonological processes were involved in 
both word reading and sentence comprehension. They posed two questions for their research. 
First, they wondered what role phonological processing played in beginning reading. Second, 
they wondered how closely phonological processing skills were related to both word reading and 
sentence comprehension. They conducted the study to find the correlation between tests of 
phonological awareness and tests of word reading, short-term memory, and sentence 
comprehension. The researchers hypothesized that difficulty with the phonological processing 
that affects word reading would interfere with the semantic and syntactic parts of 
comprehension. The variables used in the study included tests of phonological awareness, word 
reading, a list memory task and a sentence comprehension task. The sample size consisted of 
approximately 80 kindergartners, categorized as ―novice readers,‖ and approximately 70 first and 




second graders, categorized as ―experienced readers‖ (Gray & McCutchen, 2006, p. 327). The 
sample was composed of slightly more boys than girls in each category of readers at each grade. 
Finally, the racial and ethnic makeup of the sample was diverse, composed of White, Asian 
American, African American, and Latino students, and all of whom received regular education.  
 To conduct this study, participants completed phonemic awareness, word reading, and 
comprehension tests at the end of the school year in their regular education classrooms. The 
phonemic awareness test required that the student identify the initial sound for given pictures. 
This was also a single phonemic task generalized to larger phonological awareness skill. The 
comprehension task for kindergartners tested skills of listening comprehension in which they 
answered questions about a story read aloud to them. First and second graders read a story 
silently and chose the picture to match the comprehension question. Later in the month, the 
participants completed a list-memory task, followed by a sentence comprehension task 
individually with the researchers. For the list-memory task, the researchers asked the participants 
to repeat strings of words in order after hearing them read aloud. Some strings of words rhymed 
and some did not, which made the task more challenging. For the sentence comprehension task, 
the researchers asked students to decide if certain sentences read aloud made sense or not. The 
researchers purposely made the task more complicated in order to assess for phonological 
interference by giving students some sentences with strings of rhyming words and students still 
had to decide if the sentence made sense. The researcher analyzed the test results using 
descriptive statistics to determine correlations between phonological awareness, word reading, 
and comprehension.  
 Echoing the results of Hogan et al. (2005), Gray and McCutchen found a strong 
correlation between kindergarten phonological awareness and later word reading. In addition, 




they discovered a moderately-strong correlation between kindergarten phonological awareness 
and listening comprehension. Gray and McCutchen (2006) also concluded that a consistent 
positive correlation existed between phonological awareness, verbal short-term memory, and 
word reading. However, because participants with strong comprehension skills were not affected 
by interferences to their phonological processing, the researchers concluded that the correlation 
between phonological awareness and comprehension was not as strong as between phonological 
awareness and word reading. Interestingly, Gray and McCutchen (2006) also used a single 
phonemic awareness task (initial phoneme matching), which they then generalized to indicate the 
level of phonological awareness. 
 To review, these studies both demonstrate the positive correlation between early 
phonological awareness and later reading development. Hogan et al. (2005) established the 
effectiveness of phonological awareness assessments as predictors for later word reading for both 
students with and without language impairments. Findings from Gray and McCutchen (2006) 
reiterated this connection between phonological awareness and word reading. The results from 
both of these studies suggest a consistency in the research regarding the age range of using 
phonological awareness to predict later reading up to second grade. Both studies used a single 
phonemic awareness task as their measure of phonological awareness, which they then 
generalized to discuss as phonological awareness ability. One major difference between the two 
studies, however, was that Gray and McCutchen (2006) researched the predictability of 
phonological awareness skills on later comprehension skills, and found that phonological 
awareness did affect sentence comprehension, but as an indirect result of its impact on word 
reading. 




 While both Hogan et al. (2005) and Gray and McCutchen (2006) established the 
relationship between general phonological awareness and later word reading for all students, 
other studies have gone even further to show that more specifically phonemic awareness, or the 
awareness of the smallest unit of language, is most important to and predictive of learning to 
read. One such study by Nation and Hulme (1997) probed even further into phonological 
awareness with the purpose of examining the relationship between these smaller units of 
phonological skills and reading and spelling ability. They explored the correlations between 
different levels of phonological awareness skills, including measures of smaller units of 
phonemic awareness, such as phonemic segmentation and blending. Because the researchers 
sought to draw correlations to all measures, they did not hypothesize that one skill would be 
more highly correlated to later reading and spelling abilities than another. The dependent 
variables used were a measure of word-reading ability, four phonological awareness tests, 
including two sound categorization tests and two phonemic segmentation tasks, a standardized 
graded spelling test, and an intelligence quotient (IQ) test. The sound categorization tasks 
included measures of rhyme categorization and alliteration categorization. Sound categorization 
meant that the children were given four choices, and they had to choose which one of the four 
did not either rhyme or begin with the same sound. The segmentation task included one measure 
of onset-rime segmentation and one of phonemic segmentation.  
 The study took place in the United Kingdom and the sample population was composed of 
75 children ranging in age from five years, six months to nine years, six months old. The 
children were mostly white, lower-class children from a number of different schools in one 
metropolitan area. There was no selection criterion used to decide which children would 
participate, so the sample did not exclude children on the basis of special education, language, or 




other qualifying factors. The investigation lasted for three testing sessions, each two weeks apart. 
During the first session, children were given the reading, spelling, and IQ tests. For the reading 
test, children were given leveled lists of words and testing continued until the child missed ten 
words in a row. Similarly, for the spelling test, a list of leveled words was read aloud with an 
accompanying sentence and children were asked to write the words. During the second and third 
sessions, each two weeks apart, students received both one sound categorization and one 
phonemic segmentation test. On the segmentation task, the subjects were asked to segment a 
spoken non-word into its constituent phonemes. On a separate segmentation task, the subjects 
were asked to segment a spoken non-word into onset and rime units. For these segmentation 
tasks, the child was presented with grids, or boxes, and coins, to help them segment into the 
correct number of units. Children were given practice attempts at each type of segmentation 
before test items were given, and it was made sure that children were successful on these test 
items before the test items were administered. Each session was audio-recorded, and the 
subject‘s responses were transcribed. Children were able to score a maximum of 12 points for 
phonemic and onset-rime segmentation together, and they received one point if the item was 
correctly segmented into the appropriate number of units. On the sound categorization task, both 
in rhyming and alliteration, the subjects were given four items and asked which of the four did 
match. The subjects were given two practice items and then 12 test items. After testing was 
completed, the researchers ran analysis of variance tests in order to determine the correlation and 
significance of correlation between each of the items tested. 
  The major finding by Nation and Hulme (1997) was that phonemic segmentation, not 
onset-rime segmentation, predicted early reading and spelling skills. This had been a major 
source of controversy between the different sizes of phonological units that were more or less 




predictive of future reading achievement. The results showed that sound categorization scores 
(rhyming and alliteration) and phonemic segmentation scores were highly and significantly 
correlated with each other, with age, and with reading and spelling ability, whereas onset-rime 
awareness was not correlated with these factors of age, reading, and spelling ability. This study is 
relevant because it narrows the scope of phonological awareness to a much smaller, specific 
scale at the level of the phoneme, and skill, of segmentation. It shows that this specific level of 
skill is closely correlated with reading and spelling ability, and even age. This study establishes 
the urgency for the phonological awareness interventions, and the need to remedy any shortfalls 
in this particular skill. 
 Further echoing this concern for students with poor phonological processing, Bowey 
(1995) conducted a seminal study on the topic directly relating socioeconomic status and 
phonological processing, and its impact on later reading skills. In this study, Bowey (1995) 
sought to answer the question of how children‘s preschool phonological sensitivity related to 
first grade reading achievement by taking into account their parents‘ level of education and 
employment. The researchers hypothesized that socioeconomic status differences in preschool 
children‘s phonological skills would predict first grade reading achievement. The researchers 
used a wide variety of variables including a standardized test of vocabulary, an assessment of 
grammatical understanding, measures of verbal working memory, sound identity tasks, a 
rhyming oddity task, a phoneme oddity task, an IQ test, a reading screening test, parent 
telephone interviews, and a well-known comprehensive reading test with subtests in the areas of 
word identification, word attack, and passage comprehension. The participants included over 200 
English-speaking preschoolers, along with approximately 150 parents who participated in 
telephone interviews. The participants came from either one or two-parent families. 




 To study the connection between socioeconomic status, preschool phonology, and first-
grade reading achievement, Bowey (1995) began by assessing preschoolers in individualized 
sessions once a week for four weeks. In the first session, the researchers assessed the 
preschoolers using standardized tests of vocabulary, grammar, and a working memory test. In the 
second session, the researchers assessed the preschoolers‘ sound identity skill by having them 
listen for matching initial sounds, matching rimes, and matching final sounds. In this session the 
researchers also utilized a second working memory test in which the students repeated non-
words that the researcher read aloud using standard pronunciations. In the third session, the 
researchers assessed students using a rhyming oddity task in which students selected the word 
that did not rhyme. The researchers repeated this format for the phoneme oddity task and tested 
students‘ overall intelligence using a standardized IQ test. In the final session of the preschool 
assessments, the researchers assessed students‘ ability to recognize environmental print, identify 
letters, and lists of high-frequency words.  
To continue their study, the researchers conducted telephone interviews of the parents of 
these preschoolers and asked them to report their occupation and education, as well as the 
occupation and education of their spouses. The parents‘ responses were classified and given a 
rating based on a well-known governmental rating scale. The rated skill level of an occupation 
depended upon a number of factors, including the amount of formal education, on-the-job 
training, and previous experience required by the occupation (Bowey, 1995). The researchers 
certified that both the occupational status of the mothers and fathers of preschoolers strongly 
correlated to their respective educational levels. In addition, the researchers certified that the 
fathers‘ occupation status correlated to the mothers‘ educational level, and that the mothers‘ 
occupational status correlated to the fathers‘ educational level. Finally, when these preschoolers 




reached the end of first grade, the researchers conducted a series of subtests on a well-known 
reading test to identify the students‘ ability to read sight words, decode phonetically, and 
comprehend passages. The participants were then grouped into either a low or high 
socioeconomic group.  
 The results of Bowey (1995) demonstrated a significant difference between the 
performance of low and high socioeconomic groups on each of the assessments except non-word 
repetition. Even when the researchers used statistical analyses to control for other possible 
mediating factors such as parents‘ IQ or vocabulary, socioeconomic status of the parents still 
correlated to the preschoolers‘ phonological ability. One particularly interesting finding from this 
study was the strong relationship between the occupational status of the father and preschoolers‘ 
phonological processing skills. Again, even after controlling for other factors such as IQ and 
vocabulary, the researchers‘ statistical analyses showed a significant relationship between the 
father‘s occupational status and preschool phonological ability. The researchers concluded that 
the level of phonological ability of students before and upon entering school is important because 
it predicts reading achievement even when controlling for other mediating factors such as 
parents‘ IQ and vocabulary. This research clearly states that phonological readiness is an 
important factor in early reading development, and that some students come to school without 
these important foundational phonological skills. It further connects to the current topic of 
research because of its call to action for those students who come to school lacking in the 
important prerequisite skills of phonological processing. 
 In this first section of the chapter, the connection between phonological awareness and 
literacy development was made. Research from Hogan et al. (2005) and Gray and McCutchen 
(2006) established the predictive validity of early phonological awareness to later word reading, 




up to second grade. Gray and McCutchen (2006) even showed that sentence comprehension is 
somewhat affected by phonological awareness because of its relationship to word reading. Work 
by Nation and Hulme (1997) narrowed the scope of phonological sensitivity to the phonemic 
level, and even more specifically, to the important role of phonemic segmentation, which relates 
directly to the skill addressed in the current study. Finally, the work of Bowey (1995) introduced 
the notion that not all children come to school prepared with adequate phonological sensitivities, 
which can also be predictive of differences in later word reading ability if not remedied. This 
relates to the current study in terms of the subject chosen to participate. Fortunately, in the next 
section of the chapter, the positive effects of phonological awareness interventions for at-risk 
students will be discussed. 
The Effects of Phonological Awareness Interventions for At-Risk Students  
 Because the literature strongly supports the predictive power of phonological awareness 
on later reading success, it is important to recognize the effectiveness of intervening when a 
student is determined to be at-risk for inadequate development of these foundational skills. First, 
a study by Ryder, Tunmer, and Greaney (2008) will demonstrate that explicit intervention in 
phonemic awareness and phonemically-based decoding skills was effective for readers struggling 
in a whole language classroom receiving less explicit instruction. Next, three studies of the 
positive effects of phonological awareness interventions for English Language Learners will be 
presented. Research by Healy, Vanderwood, and Edelston (2005) will establish the important 
role of the RTI model for monitoring and improving the phonological awareness of at-risk ELLs. 
Leafstedt, Richards, and Gerber (2004) will demonstrate the positive effect of phonological 
awareness interventions, specifically focusing on scaffolding strategies for task complexity, on 
the phonological awareness and word reading of at-risk English learners. Last, a comprehensive 




study by Vaughn, Mathes, Linan-Thompson, Cirino, Carlson, Pollard-Durodola, Cardenas-
Hagan, and Francis (2006) will discuss the effectiveness of an English intervention for first-
grade ELLs at risk for reading problems in the areas of literacy and oracy. This study will also be 
discussed in the third section of the chapter, on the issue of cross-transfer of skills. 
 First, in their research on the effects of explicit phonological awareness interventions, 
Ryder et al. (2008) hypothesized that these interventions would, in fact, be effective for students 
struggling with phonological awareness. The independent variable was the type of instruction the 
students received, either the intervention and regular classroom instruction or regular instruction 
alone. The dependent variables included subtests of phoneme segmentation, deletion, blending, 
substitution, tests of non-word reading, and tests of word accuracy and comprehension. The 
sample size of this study was small, consisting of less than 30, grouped into pairs and randomly 
assigned to either a control or intervention group. The students, who were six and seven years 
old, were predominately white. All participants spoke English as their first language and came 
from middle-to-low income homes. 
 To begin the experiment, Ryder et al. (2008) first completed pre-tests of the students‘ 
phonemic awareness, phonological decoding, word accuracy and comprehension skills. The 
researchers compared pretest scores between groups to demonstrate that the pairs of students 
started with the same relative skills before application of the independent variable. Then, for 
more than 20 weeks, the researchers‘ aides implemented a series of specific and sequential 
lessons to teach phonological awareness to the intervention group, which consisted of groups of 
three students. Students received four lessons each week and each intervention session lasted 
about half an hour. The interventions always included instruction on a specific phonemic 




awareness skill, and students were given chances to practice these skills explicitly by reading 
decodable readers. The students in the control group continued to receive regular whole language 
instruction in their classrooms. The researchers ensured consistent instruction between the 
control rooms by conducting informal observations and interviews with teachers. At the end of 
the weeks of intervention, the researchers conducted a post-test assessment to determine student 
growth. 
 The results of Ryder et al. (2008) showed that the phonological awareness intervention 
was effective. While the posttest results showed that both groups of students made gains, 
students who received the explicit, systematic phonemic awareness intervention performed 
significantly better than students who received only their regular, whole language instruction. In 
addition, when researchers collected data from the same intervention students two years later, 
they found that students had maintained their skills and also improved in other areas of literacy. 
From these results the researchers have concluded that very real differences exist between what 
children need for effective instruction depending upon what kinds of skills they bring with them 
to school. Ryder et al. (2008) pointed out that students who come to school without these 
foundational skills are ―environmentally-dependent‖ and require a highly structured approach 
(Ryder et al., 2008, p. 365). 
 While Ryder et al. (2008) demonstrated the need to proactively build the foundational 
skills of generalized struggling readers, there is now an abundance of recent research to support 
the effectiveness of early phonological awareness interventions in English specifically for at-risk 
English Language Learners. One such study comes from the work of Healy et al. (2005). These 
researchers sought to investigate the effectiveness of a Response-to-Intervention model in the 




early literacy interventions for first grade ELLs, for the purposes of preventing identification and 
referral of these students for special education services. They also wondered if ELLs would 
benefit from phonological awareness intervention in English. In this study, Healy et al. (2005) 
hypothesized that such a model would be effective at predicting who would need future services. 
The dependent variables chosen to measure the effectiveness of such a model included two 
progress monitoring measures. One progress monitoring measure was a measure of phonemic 
segmentation fluency and the other was nonsense word fluency. The independent variable used 
was a district and state approved phonological awareness intervention that followed a manual, 
which was implemented in English.  
The sample population consisted of 15 first grade students in an urban setting. All of the 
participants came from homes with low socioeconomic status, as determined by the qualification 
for free lunch. These 15 participants were chosen specifically from a larger pool of first graders 
on the basis of a number of screening tests. First 259 first graders were given an initial school-
wide reading mastery test. From this students who did not reach mastery were given a phonemic 
segmentation task and a nonsense word fluency task. Students who fell below the 25
th
 percentile 
on these two tasks were selected for participation, though others were excluded because they 
would not have been available for the intervention and some students moved or were determined 
to be too proficient in their oral English language, so were also excluded from the study. In the 
end the results of 15 students were included and analyzed. Of these 15 students, seven were male 
and eight were female. All students were ELL, ranging from beginning to intermediate in their 
oral English proficiency according to a common standardized measure. Of the 15 participants, 
Spanish was the home language of 14 of students. Vietnamese was the home language of the 
other participant.  




 Healy et al. (2005) began the study by breaking the participating students into small 
groups of five students each. The phonological awareness intervention was provided to these 
students two times per week for 30 minutes each by a graduate student working for the 
researcher. One unit of instruction was given during each session. The entire curriculum 
contained 18 lessons, however at the end of the 18 lessons, the intervention started back on the 
first lesson using different vocabulary words. Each participant was assessed once a week on the 
two measures of phonemic segmentation fluency and nonsense word fluency before the first 
session of the week in order to determine the student‘s response to intervention, and progress 
toward the goal. The duration of the intervention was dependent upon the progress of individual 
students, lasting anywhere between12 and 25 sessions. After the 12
th
 lesson, for example, 
students who had met their goals were exited from the program, and groups were re-formed 
based on those requiring further intervention. Throughout the intervention, the graduate students 
implemented a token economy, in order to manage the behavior of the students. Students 
received a sticker when they had met behavioral expectations, and when they received ten 
stickers, they were able to choose a treasure from the prize box. The entirety of the study lasted 
16 weeks.  
 The results of Healy et al. (2005) provide support for using an RtI model to intervene 
with ELLs who have concerns related to literacy. Of the 15 participants, 12 met their goals in 
both phonemic segmentation fluency and nonsense word fluency. Two participants met their 
goals for phonemic segmentation fluency only. The last participant met the goal for nonsense 
word fluency but not phonemic segmentation fluency, which surprised the researchers because 
nonsense word fluency requires accessing print in addition to auditory processing. The 
participants as a whole went from mean scores in the at-risk range to means in the mastery range 




on these two progress monitoring measures. As a result of the intervention and close progress 
monitoring, the researchers were able to exit 12 of the 15 students from the intervention, a 
success rate of 80 percent. Six of these 12 exited students occurred after only the 12
th
 
intervention session, which allowed the researchers to work even more closely with the 
remaining students. At the conclusion of the study, as a result of this RtI system, the researchers 
were able to discern more closely which of the ELLs to truly be concerned about and take further 
measures to address this observed lack of progress and make decisions about programming. 
Because of the results, the researchers concluded that a ―stand-alone‖ phonological intervention 
for ELLs can cause significant skills growth and that instruction in English is beneficial to ELLs. 
While Ryder et al. (2008) found explicit phonological awareness interventions effective for all 
learners, Healy et al. (2005) found that these interventions in English were effective for 
improving the phonological skills specifically of ELLs. 
 A similar connection to the work of Healy et al. (2005) with ELLs can be found in the 
work of Leafstedt et al. (2004), who investigated the effectiveness of explicit phonological 
awareness instruction for at-risk English learners. The purpose of this study was to determine if 
explicit phonological awareness instruction in English would improve both the phonological 
awareness and decoding skills of kindergarten English learners. Leafstedt et al. (2004) utilized 
four dependent variables to measure the effectiveness of the intervention. The first variable 
included pre and post intervention assessments of phonological awareness in English and 
Spanish on measures of both early and late skills, a measure of onset-rime awareness and 
phoneme segmentation, respectively. A second dependent variable used was a pre and post 
assessment of word reading of both real and nonsense words. A third dependent variable used 
was a weekly progress monitoring assessment of nonsense word fluency and phonemic 




segmentation fluency. Finally, the fourth dependent variable used was a measure of receptive 
vocabulary, which was only utilized during pretesting. The independent variable used was the 
type of instruction received: a group who received a phonological awareness intervention in 
addition to regular classroom instruction or a control group who only received regular classroom 
instruction.  
 The participants in the Leafstedt et al. (2004) study included 64 kindergarten students, 46 
of whom were part of the control group and 18 part of the phonological awareness intervention 
group. The students from the control and intervention groups were from the same school and 
shared similar demographics. All students who were included in either the intervention or control 
groups were considered at-risk of reading failure because they were low-income, had limited 
English proficiency, low parent educational level, and limited literacy resources at home. Of the 
18 intervention students who began the study, eight of the students were girls and 10 were boys. 
Of these 18 intervention students, 17 of them were English learners and spoke Spanish at home. 
The control group was taken from a group of kindergarteners from a longitudinal study which 
had been implemented two years before the current study. Thus, at the time of the study, the 
control group was actually already in second grade. Their data, however, was all collected while 
they were in kindergarten. All participants were from the same semi-rural location in California, 
received regular reading instruction in English, and attended kindergarten half-day, for three 
hours each day. 
 To begin this study on the effects of a phonological awareness intervention for at-risk 
English learners, permission slips and family surveys were collected from both the control group 
and intervention group before the study began. Students were then tested one-on-one by a 




bilingual researcher in English and Spanish on phonological awareness, word and nonword 
reading, and vocabulary measures. Pretests of these assessments took place in October and 
November of the students‘ kindergarten year. Progress monitoring measures were collected once 
a week for the 10 weeks of the study. After pretests were done, the researchers placed the 
intervention students into three ability-level groups, based on the pretest word reading and 
teacher recommendation. Students received the intervention twice per week for 15 minutes, 
within their regular education classroom as a small group center from the researcher, who was a 
special education teacher. During the session, students completed three five-minute phonological 
awareness activities specifically chosen from a classroom curriculum to target phonological 
awareness skills that the subjects needed. The skills targeted varied, depending on the observed 
student need and performance on the weekly progress monitoring probes.  
The intervention program implemented by Leafsteadt et al. (2004) had two distinct 
features. First, it followed a developmental model of phonological awareness that focused on 
levels of phonological awareness and complexity of task. For example, the model assumed that 
early phonological awareness skills include larger units of sound, such as onset-rime awareness, 
and so these skills were targeted for development earlier in the program. Likewise, the 
developmental model followed by this program assumed that late phonological awareness skills 
include awareness of smaller units of sound, such as phoneme segmentation and blending. 
Additionally, this intervention followed a model that phonological task complexity, in which 
certain tasks like identification, are easier than tasks that require the student to manipulate the 
phonological unit. The pace of the intervention provided to each of the intervention groups was 
dependent upon their ability move across these two constructs of level of phonological skill and 
task complexity. A second key feature of this intervention approach was the type of scaffolding 




used to help students acquire these phonological skills. The scaffolding approach was based on a 
staircase correction model, in which ―‗cognitively complex demands can be reduced 
systematically until students are able to respond correctly and then can be recomposed in ‗steps,‘ 
each providing a scaffold that supports the next higher step, until students are able to respond 
correctly to the original high-demand question‘‖ (Gerber, Jimenez, Leafstedt, Villaruz, Richards, 
& English, 2004; as cited in Leafstedt et al., 2004, p. 256). For example, if students had difficulty 
segmenting words into phonemes, they would be then provided a scaffold such as segmenting 
the word into its larger onset-rime units, or even simply just asked to repeat the entire word. The 
control group received their regular reading curriculum and did not receive these intervention 
sessions. At the end of the 10-week intervention, the classroom teacher was trained on the 
intervention methods and then provided the same intervention once per week after the 
intervention was over until posttests were completed. 
 The results of Leafstedt et al. (2004) showed ELLs made growth in both phonological 
awareness and word reading as a result of the phonological awareness intervention. The results 
showed that ELLs receiving specific, explicit intervention outperformed ELLs who were 
provided normal classroom instruction, even though these students had higher vocabulary scores 
at the start of the intervention. The results from the progress monitoring measures showed that 
intervention students in the middle and high groups (as compared to other intervention students) 
were able to reach benchmarked norms on the phonemic segmentation fluency measure that have 
been established for monolingual peers. Progress monitoring measures for nonsense word 
fluency showed that these same groups of students targeted for intervention remained at only 
low-risk for this skill. While the researchers were not able to confirm that these results showed 
that ELLs performed at the same level of monolingual students, they were able to conclude that 




ELLs respond to instructional interventions in phonological awareness similar to how 
monolingual students respond to intervention. As a result of this study, the researchers found that 
providing phonological awareness intervention to ELLs as early as kindergarten improves both 
phonological awareness and word reading. The researchers wondered whether this improvement 
would be seen long-term in elementary school and if systematic, explicit instruction in 
phonological awareness reduced the likelihood of reading difficulties. They consider these areas 
in need of future research. 
 In a study similar to that of Leafstedt et al. (2004), but much more comprehensive, 
Vaughn et al. (2006) studied the effectiveness of an English intervention for at-risk first grade 
ELLs on their literacy and oral language proficiency. This study had two main purposes. First, 
they sought to investigate the ability of an English intervention to impact both the literacy skills 
and expressive language of ELLs in English. A second purpose for the study was to determine if 
the skills developed in English, including phonological awareness, would improve the students‘ 
phonological skills in their first language, Spanish, the results of which will be discussed in a 
future section of this chapter. The independent variable was the type of reading intervention that 
the students received: a systematic, explicit daily intervention in oral language, reading, and 
other literacy skills in English versus existing instruction and intervention for struggling readers. 
The main difference between these two conditions was that the existing instruction and 
intervention was not explicitly and systematically planned. The dependent variables included pre 
and posttest measures of literacy and language in both English and Spanish. These measures 
included pre and posttests of letter name and letter sound identification, phonological processing, 
language proficiency subtests, and an oral reading fluency measure. The researchers conducted a 
thorough screening process for the selection of study participants in order to ensure they met 




qualifying standards for struggling ELLs. Students qualified for the intervention if they were 
scored less than the 25
th
 percentile for first grade on the letter-word identification subtest of a 
common language proficiency test in both English and Spanish and were unable to read more 
than one word from a list of simple words. The final sample size included 48 first-grade students, 
who were evenly distributed and randomly assigned to either the explicit, systematic intervention 
or the contrast regular instruction and typical intervention. All students were Hispanic first-
graders, and there was an equal ratio of female to male participants. 
 To begin the intervention, the researchers pre-tested the participants to determine their 
baseline literacy and language skills. Then the participants received the treatment intervention in 
English for seven months during the regular school year, five days a week for fifty minutes each 
day in small groups of three to five students. The intervention consisted of 120 lessons, with each 
lesson formatted to included six to ten short activities representing five content strands of 
reading: phonemic awareness, letter knowledge, word recognition, fluency, and comprehension 
strategies. The interventions were fast-paced and gave students turns to practice what they were 
learning. The phonemic awareness strand focused on phoneme discrimination, phoneme 
segmentation and blending. In addition, the intervention also focused on expressive language and 
vocabulary development through the use of expository texts based on information themes, such 
as pets or bugs. Finally, the researchers checked that the teachers provided interventions with 
fidelity using intervention fidelity checks and videotaping. They also checked that the core 
reading instruction was provided with fidelity and in English. In addition, the researchers 
conducted interviews of classroom teachers via questionnaire three times during the year to 
determine the type and quantity of reading intervention being provided to the control group.
 The overall results of this study on English posttests showed that the treatment groups 




outperformed control groups in many areas. The biggest difference came in subgroup 
performance on posttests of phonological awareness and letter-sound identification, favoring 
students in the intervention treatment group. There was very little variability in the performance 
of both subgroups on measures of letter naming and letter naming fluency, as both subgroups 
reached near ceiling results. In addition, there was no variability between subgroups on the 
phonological memory subtests. On posttest measures of word attack and comprehension, 
intervention students outperformed control groups, while on posttest measures of English oral 
reading fluency there was no difference in performance between the two subgroups. On Spanish 
posttests of the same measures, the researchers observed fewer differences between the group 
performances. These results indicated that the explicit reading intervention benefitted ELLs, 
particularly in the areas of phonological awareness, word attack, and comprehension. Second, the 
researchers found that in general, the interventions benefitted the development of these skills 
more in English than in Spanish. On posttest measures of oral language, the treatment and 
control groups did not differ in their composite scores. Overall, Vaughn et al. (2006) found that 
expressive language levels were low for subjects in both Spanish and English both pretest and 
posttest, and postulated that these low levels of expressive language would likely hinder later 
literacy development.   
 Similar to Leafstedt et al. (2004), Vaughn et al. (2006) concluded that these findings were 
important because they provided evidence to demonstrate that interventions for ELLs improved 
reading and language skills much like interventions that are designed for struggling monolingual 
English students. In addition, the researchers noted that these findings were especially critical 
because they demonstrated how interventions for ELLs could, in contrast to previous research, 
significantly increase reading comprehension. Also, the researchers confidently concluded that 




students in the treatment group showed significantly greater gains in Spanish phonemic 
awareness, word attack, and passage comprehension because of the gains made in these skills in 
English as a result of the intervention in English. Finally, the researchers concluded that 
interventions for ELLs are effective when the instruction includes phonemic awareness, letter 
knowledge, alphabetic decoding, decodable text practice, and comprehension strategies. Vaughn 
et al. (2006) argued, however, that more research is needed to determine how much intervention 
in this second language is needed to sustain the improvements made by English language 
learners. This study by Vaughn et al. (2006) was slightly different than the previous studies in 
that the intervention that was provided to ELLs was not purely phonological. Instead, the 
intervention was comprehensive, and included development in other more general early literacy 
skills. However, the inclusion of this study is important in order to note the existence of 
conflicting research on the most effective early reading intervention design. 
 To review, there is an abundance of recent research on the effectiveness of phonological 
awareness interventions for students who lack these important phonological awareness skills. 
Research by Ryder et al. (2008) demonstrated the important role of providing explicit, systematic 
intervention for all students who are deemed at-risk. The work of Healy et al. (200 5) showed that 
an RtI model, by using regular progress monitoring and explicit phonological awareness 
interventions, is an effective system for ELLs in order to improve both the prevention and 
identification of students requiring special education services. The work of both Leafstedt et al. 
(2004) and Vaughn et al. (2006) demonstrated the positive impact of English intervention for 
ELLs on phonological awareness, though they accomplished this in different ways. While 
Leafstedt et al. (2004) specifically targeted teaching purely phonological awareness skills in 
English to ELLs, Vaughn et al. (2006) provided a more comprehensive early literacy 




intervention to ELLs in English and studied the effects on these skills, including phonological 
awareness. Results of all of these studies found that explicit, systematic instruction of 
phonological awareness can positively remedy deficits in these skills, which when considering 
the importance and predictive validity of these skills stated previously, is an important and 
encouraging finding. 
Transfer of Phonological Skills across Languages 
 In the previous section, research showing the positive effect of phonological awareness 
interventions in English for English Language Learners was discussed. Even though the 
aforementioned studies indicate that phonological awareness interventions in English are 
effective for building the phonological skills of ELLs, there is still much debate about the most 
effective source language of instruction, the impact of the instruction on the development of first 
(L1) and second (L2) languages, and the transference of skills, such as phonological awareness, 
between languages. In the section that follows, three pieces of key research will be presented to 
develop the case for the transfer of phonological awareness skills in ELLs as a result of 
development from English language instruction and intervention. First, a study by Chen, Xu, 
Nguyen, Hong, and Wang (2010) will provide evidence that phonological skills can be 
transferred from a student‘s second to first language when taught in the student‘s second 
language. Second, the work of Cárdenas-Hagan, Carlson, and Pollard-Durodola (2007) will 
discuss the role of initial skills in both first and second languages and the language of instruction 
on cross-linguistic transfer. Third, the work of Vaughn et al. (2006) will be briefly re-introduced 
to support this argument with implications for ELLs from Spanish-speaking homes, and to 
reinforce the importance of oral language proficiency on cross-linguistic transfer of skills. 




 First, researchers Chen et al. (2010) sought to answer three questions through two studies 
published together regarding the cross-language transfer of phonological awareness. First, they 
wondered if second-language instruction would improve children‘s phonological awareness in 
their first language. Second, they were interested to see if second-language instruction would 
develop other areas of first-language literacy. Third, they sought to investigate how much 
second-language instruction was required for positive effects on phonological awareness and 
literacy development to be observed. They hypothesized that children who received English 
language instruction would outperform peers on Chinese phonological awareness tasks through 
cross-language transfer. They also predicted that students who received a phonological 
awareness intervention, in addition to the regular phonological awareness instruction, would 
outperform peers who received just the regular phonological awareness instruction on tasks of 
phonemic, onset, and rime awareness. Third, they hypothesized that phonological awareness 
instruction in English would improve the students‘ performance on a number of literacy tasks in 
Chinese. Last, they postulated that the amount of second language acquired would be an 
important determining factor in how much the phonological awareness skills in a second 
language benefitted literacy development in the first language. The independent variable utilized 
by the researchers in the first study was the type of instruction they received: regular English 
(RE) or non-English (NE). For the second study, it was also the type of instruction they received, 
either intensive English (IE) or regular English (RE). The dependent variables were phonological 
awareness tasks given in both English and Chinese and a Chinese spelling task to measure 
students‘ transfer of literacy skills to their native language for both of the studies.  
In their first study, the participants were 185 first grade students and 177 third grade 
students from an elementary school in Beijing, China. All participants spoke Chinese as their 




first language, and only received English at school as part of their curriculum. The study 
included equal numbers of boys and girls. In their second study, the participants included 159 
students from the schools from the first study. The same demographics of students were involved 
except for the second study, the participants that began in first grade continued with the study 
until the end of second grade. 
 To begin, the researchers conducted pretests measures of both English and Chinese 
phonological awareness tasks and Chinese literacy tasks on the participants in first and third 
grades. Then, the two groups attended school regularly and received their regular instruction. At 
the RE school, students received English instruction twice a week for 40 minutes. During those 
lessons, participants at the RE school followed an English textbook and learned to listen to, 
speak, and read English words. Students did not receive phonological awareness training, but 
instead general English instruction focusing on the reading of words. At the NE school, students 
did not receive any English instruction. Both groups received their normal Chinese reading 
instruction five times a week for 40 minutes. In the second study, the amount of English 
instruction changed so that the students instead received either RE or IE, which meant that 
students in the IE group received an additional ten hours of English instruction weekly. This 
time, the study was longitudinal in that it followed students from first grade to the end of second 
grade. Students were given posttests at the end of both studies on measures of English and 
Chinese phonological processing and Chinese literacy tasks. 
 The results from the first study showed that English instruction had a significant effect on 
Chinese phonological awareness in third grade. They also showed that students who received 
regular English instruction outperformed their non-English instructed peers on Chinese spelling 




tasks in both grades. Because the English instruction did not have an effect until third grade, the 
researchers concluded from the first study that there was a threshold of second language 
proficiency that was required before a student‘s first language benefitted. The results from the 
second study showed that receiving second-language instruction promoted phonological 
awareness in the second language, and that most growth occurred within the first semester of the 
instruction. Also, the researchers found that second-language instruction accelerated children‘s 
phonological awareness in their first language through cross-language transfer. This is an 
especially important finding for teachers of ELLs, that instruction in a second language is 
beneficial to their first language skills. 
 As mentioned in the previous section, Vaughn et al. (2006) established the effective 
nature of early literacy interventions in English for at-risk first grade ELLs, particularly on their 
phonological skills. A second topic investigated in their research was the cross-transfer of skills 
between English, the language of instruction, and Spanish, the students‘ first language, as a result 
of intervention in their second language. In order to determine this cross-transfer, Vaughn et al. 
(2006) conducted pre and posttests of their participants, 48 first grade ELLs, in both English and 
Spanish in all measures of letter naming and letter-sound identification, a comprehensive test of 
phonological processing, oral language proficiency subtests, and an oral reading fluency 
measure. Again the cross-transfer of skills between languages was measured as a result of 
bilingual testing, and the intervention was only provided in English to these students. 
 The results of Vaughn et al. (2006) indicated that cross-linguistic transfer of skills did 
occur. Students grew in their skills in English as well as their skills in Spanish. The researchers 
concluded that the gains in English appeared to influence gains in Spanish. Students who 
participated in the intervention demonstrated significantly greater gains in Spanish phonemic 




awareness, word attack, and passage comprehension and a trend toward stronger listening 
comprehension as compared to contrast students. Still, the effects on Spanish skills were less 
significant than the effects on English skills as a result of English intervention. The researchers 
observed that the participants in this study all demonstrated poor oral language skills in both 
Spanish and English, which they attributed as one reason why cross-linguistic transfer wasn‘t 
stronger. Vaughn et al. (2006) postulated that the strength of one‘s oral language affects the 
ability to transfer skills across languages. They agreed that this was a need for future research.  
 Both Vaughn et al. (2006) and Chen et al. (2010) drew important connections between 
second-language instruction, phonological awareness, and literacy. Both research studies found 
that instruction in English can be beneficial to an English language learner in both their first and 
second language. Vaughn et al. (2006) observed the enhancement of phonological awareness and 
general reading skills in both English and Spanish for first graders as a result of an English 
intervention. Similarly, Chen et al. (2010) observed the transfer of phonological skills from 
English to Chinese as a result of English instruction and intervention. Chen et al. (2010) found a 
threshold level of second-language proficiency was required before any positive effects were 
noticed on the transference of skills between the second language and first language. Vaughn et 
al. (2006) found similar results, in that the effects of transfer of letter-naming, phonological 
awareness, and other oral language skills were less significant for students in their first language 
of Spanish. Because the current study aims to investigate the effects of a phonological awareness 
intervention for an ELL in both English and Spanish with low oral language skills, these two 
research studies are particularly relevant. The cross-transfer of phonological and other oral 
language skills will be investigated, and both these studies validate this investigation.  




 Research by Cárdenas-Hagan et al. (2007) investigated similar questions about the source 
language of instruction and the cross-transfer of skills, but unlike Chen et al. (2010) and Vaughn 
et al. (2006), the effect of the initial level of skills required for cross-linguistic transfer to occur. 
The purpose of their research was to examine the relationship between four entities: the language 
of instruction, first language abilities of ELLs, development of literacy skills and development of 
a second language. The dependent variables used to determine these relationships included 
measures of letter name and letter sound identification in English and Spanish, a well-known 
standardized test of phonological processing in English and Spanish, and a standardized 
language proficiency measure in English and Spanish. Also, a measure of classroom instruction 
was included, through timed reading record observation, in order to determine the language of 
instruction and its relationship to literacy measures. Because this was a correlational study, there 
was no independent variable. However, results were dependent upon the statistical correlations 
of the dependent variables as determined by the researchers. The participants of this study 
included 1,016 kindergarten Hispanic ELLs from 35 different schools across urban and border 
areas of Texas and urban areas of California. The sample population was exactly equal in 
distribution of male and female participants. Of the 35 participating schools, 15 of the schools 
had classrooms that provided instruction through an English language immersion program, 14 
had classrooms that provided a transitional bilingual program, and 10 had classrooms that 
provided a dual language program. There was overlap because some schools had different 
classrooms offering more than one of these different language programming options. 
 To begin, individual assessments of literacy and oral language were collected by 
members of the research team approximately six weeks into the subjects‘ kindergarten year. 
Depending on the participant, the assessment took between 45 and 90 minutes to complete. 




Assessments in English and Spanish were completed on separate days approximately one week 
apart, with Spanish assessments collected first. The teacher language measure was collected at 
three different times during the study. Six weeks before the end of the school year, individual 
assessments of literacy and oral language were again collected by members of the research staff. 
The researchers then created their statistical models in order to compare the measures 
appropriately. The analyses focused on the relationship between students‘ fall Spanish skills and 
Spring English skills, as a function of initial English skills. Transfer was defined by the 
researchers as the degree to which Spanish skills predicted English skills above and beyond 
initial English skills. 
 The results that Cárdenas-Hagan et al. (2007) found are numerous. At the beginning of 
the study, students‘ performance in Spanish and English was similar on measures of letter 
naming, sound identification, and phonological awareness. Oral language scores were higher in 
Spanish than English at the beginning of the study, though both measures were lower than 
average. At the conclusion of the study, students‘ letter naming, letter-sound identification, and 
phonological awareness skills were higher in both English and Spanish. Oral language scores 
showed minimal increase from the beginning to end of the study in both English and Spanish. 
Using statistical correlations, the researchers found a relationship between first language skills 
and acquisition of second language skills. For letter name and sound identification, initial strong 
Spanish letter name and sound identification skills related to high letter name and sound 
identification skills in English, whether instructed in English or Spanish. For phonological 
awareness and oral language skills, when instruction was in English early Spanish skills did not 
predict later English skills. This means that language levels did not appear to be a significant 




factor in the development of phonological awareness skills, and that skills were easily 
transferrable between languages.  
 While Vaughn et al. (2006) and Chen et al. (2010) both found that levels of expressive 
language impeded or enhanced the cross-linguistic transfer of skills, Cárdenas-Hagan (2007) 
found that in some cases, the level of initial early literacy or phonological skill impacted the 
cross-linguistic transfer of skills. Conversely, they found that phonological awareness skills were 
the most transferrable skill, and that language skills did not factor into the development of 
phonological awareness. While these three studies offer support for the transferability of 
phonological skills between languages, the next section will provide support for the transfer of 
discrete phonological skills to more general expressive language skills, and raise the need for 
future research on the topic, such as the current study. 
Transfer of Phonological Awareness to Expressive Language 
 While less-thoroughly researched, there is evidence that a phonological awareness 
intervention can have a positive effect on the expressive language of at-risk students, including 
both ELL students and students with language impairment. Two studies will be presented to 
offer support for this skill transfer. First, the work of Giambo and McKinney (2004) will offer 
support for the impact of a phonological awareness intervention on the oral English proficiency 
of Spanish-speaking kindergarteners. Second, a study by Gillon (2000) will provide evidence 
that a phonological awareness intervention can impact the expressive phonology of students with 
language impairments. 
 First, the topic of transfer between phonological awareness and expressive language can 
be linked to the work of Giambo and McKinney (2004), who examined the effects of a 




phonological awareness intervention on the oral English proficiency of Spanish-speaking 
kindergarteners. The purpose of their research specifically was to determine whether a 
phonological awareness intervention or storybook reading was more effective at promoting oral 
English proficiency for Spanish-speaking kindergarteners. The researchers also hoped to 
determine the extent to which improvement in oral English proficiency could be linked to 
phonological awareness directly. They hypothesized that a phonological awareness intervention 
would be more effective than storybook reading to improve oral English proficiency and that a 
change in phonological awareness would contribute significantly to a change in oral English 
proficiency. The independent variable was the type of instruction provided to the two groups: 
phonological awareness intervention versus storybook reading. The dependent variables included 
pre and posttests of oral English proficiency, receptive English vocabulary, phonological 
awareness measures of elision, blending, and segmenting, and a pretest only of memory for 
digits and sound matching.  
 The participants for this study were 80 Hispanic kindergarten children selected from one 
elementary school in a low-income area of a large city in the southeastern United States. Almost 
all (95%) of the participants qualified as limited English proficient at the beginning of the year, 
and 78% qualified for free or reduced lunch. The students were selected after a thorough 
screening process, in which students were rank ordered according to oral English language 
proficiency scores. The two groups, phonological awareness and storybook, were created and 
matched based on these scores and gender. The phonological awareness group was composed of 
50% female and 50% male. The storybook group was 60% male and 40% female. 




 To begin this study, researchers pretested participants in order to obtain baseline 
phonological awareness, oral English proficiency, memory, sound discrimination, and 
vocabulary scores. Over the course of the 19 weeks, a treatment experimental group received 
phonological awareness intervention lessons, three days a week for 20 to 25 minutes, within the 
regular education classroom in groups of five students. This intervention introduced rhyming, 
blending onsets and rimes, blending phonemes into words, identifying words with common 
initial sounds, and segmenting words into individual phonemes. Near the end of the intervention, 
the intervention taught participants to apply phonological awareness skills to reading and 
spelling by building and manipulating words by removing initial and final letters to form new 
words. The intervention was closely monitored for fidelity through teacher log checklists and 
observations twice a week by research assistants. At the same time, students from the treatment 
control group received a small group storybook lesson from a graduate assistant to mirror the 
activities taught in the typical kindergarten curriculum. 
 The results of this study showed that both groups made significant gains from both pre to 
posttest in oral English proficiency and receptive vocabulary. However, statistical analysis 
showed that the phonological awareness group performed significantly better on the oral English 
proficiency posttest than the story reading group. There was no significant difference for the 
receptive vocabulary measure. Secondly, after further statistical analysis, the researchers found 
that changes in blending and segmenting were the strongest predictors of change in oral English 
proficiency, over other considerations. Both findings confirmed the researchers‘ initial 
hypotheses. The researchers noted that although they considered many variables in their 
statistical analyses, there are other possible variables of oral English proficiency that are affected 
by change in phonological awareness, including factors such as phonological structure, grammar, 




listening comprehension, and oral expression. These were all included in the measure of oral 
English proficiency. The work of Giambo and McKinney (2004) was significant because it 
showed a link between the development of a discrete skill, phonological awareness, and the 
development of general oral language proficiency.  
 In another such study, Gillon (2000) investigated the effects of a phonological awareness 
intervention on the expressive language of children with spoken language impairment. The 
purpose of this study was to show if the inclusion of phonological awareness interventions into 
speech and language therapy was more effective at improving expressive language than 
traditional speech and language therapy without the inclusion of phonological awareness 
intervention. This researcher wondered if improving a student‘s awareness of sound structure 
might increase sound production. The researcher hypothesized that children receiving 
phonological awareness intervention as part of their speech and language services would result in 
both improvements in phonological awareness as well as in speech production. The independent 
variable was the type of speech and language intervention they received. Children were divided 
into four groups: experimental (received speech and language treatment with phonological 
awareness intervention), traditional intervention control (received their typical speech and 
language therapy, without phonological awareness intervention), minimal intervention control 
(received consultation with speech-language therapist, but not regularly), and normal comparison 
(group of students without speech and language impairment). The dependent variables included 
measures of speech production, literacy measures, and phonological awareness measures. The 
speech production task measured students‘ verbal response to a series of pictures, calculated by 
the percentage of consonants correctly articulated. The literacy measures included lists of graded 
words, a leveled reading inventory, letter identification, and non-word reading. The phonological 




awareness measure included a measure of syllable identification, phoneme detection, phoneme 
segmentation, and phoneme manipulation. This study was conducted in New Zealand, and its 
participants included 61 children with speech and language impairments and 30 children without 
speech and language impairments between the ages of five years, six months old and seven 
years, six months old. The mean age was six years, 1 month old. These participants were 
included in this study based on identification from their speech-language therapists as having an 
expressive language delay. The students came from a range of socioeconomic status, and all but 
two of these students were of New Zealand-European descent. The two other participants were 
of New Zealand Maori descent. 
 To begin this study, children were divided into the four groups. Children receiving the 
phonological awareness intervention received two one-hour individual sessions per week with 
the researcher, researcher‘s assistance, or speech-language pathologist, for the duration of four 
and a half months. The phonological awareness intervention was based on research of effective 
phonological awareness interventions, and focused on developing skills at the phoneme level, 
integrated with letter-sound knowledge training, incorporation of analysis and synthesis of skills, 
with particular attention paid to phonemic segmentation, and intensive individual or small group 
training for children with severe deficits in phonological awareness. In each session, the 
participant played rhyming games, and games to increase phoneme manipulation of sounds in 
isolation, phoneme identity, phoneme segmentation and blending, and activities to link speech to 
print. The actual activities implemented depended upon the child‘s developing skill level. The 
second group involved in the study was the traditional intervention group. In this group, students 
received the same amount of intervention as the first phonological awareness group, for one 
hour, twice per week, over the course of four and a half months. This intervention focused on 




improving expressive phonological and language skills. It also attempted to improve the 
subjects‘ ability to articulate the target sound correctly in isolation, syllables, words, phrases, and 
sentences. The third group, the minimal intervention group, received minimal intervention from 
a speech-language pathologist, which resulted in recommendations that were communicated 
infrequently (once per month) to the subjects‘ parents or teachers. The last group included in the 
study was the normal comparison group, which consisted of students with typically-developing 
speech, who did not receive an intervention, but continued to receive the regular classroom 
reading instruction.  
 The results that Gillon (2000) found were that children in the phonological awareness 
intervention group made significantly more improvement in their phonological awareness skills 
at the phonemic level as compared to children in the group receiving traditional intervention and 
in the minimal intervention group. In fact, at the completion of the study, the phonemic 
awareness skills of the children with spoken language impairment who received the phonological 
awareness intervention were similar to those in the fourth group, with typical speech and 
language development. The phonological awareness intervention group also showed more 
improvement in word decoding skills and the ability read and comprehend connected text than 
either the traditional or minimal intervention groups. Finally, and most importantly, subjects 
receiving the phonological awareness intervention showed more improvement in their 
spontaneous articulation of single words than children in the traditional or minimal intervention 
groups. The results showed that a phonological awareness intervention can have a significant 
effect on improving the phonemic awareness, speech production, reading accuracy, and reading 
comprehension skills of children with spoken language impairments. Gillon (2000) also 
concluded that children with spoken language impairment, who are considered at risk for reading 




failure, can make accelerated gains in these important foundational skills. Also, Gillon (2000) 
found that phonological awareness skills and speech production skills can be improved at the 
same time when both skills were integrated into the intervention. She postulated that building 
conscious awareness of the number and order or phonemes in words may help children realize 
the breakdown in their communication and provide cues to repair the breakdown. This study 
shows that it is possible to simultaneously make improvements in both phonological awareness 
and expressive language.   
 In summary, the research of Giambo and McKinney (2004) and Gillon (2000) signify an 
important connection between a discrete language skill, such as phonological awareness—and a 
more general language ability, that of expressive language. Though performed with different 
populations of linguistically-desensitized students, both researchers concluded that a 
phonological awareness intervention can, in fact, have an impact on the more general expressive 
language ability of children.  
Conclusion 
 In conclusion, this chapter provided an in-depth look into the current and important 
research on phonological awareness and expressive language in order to build the case for the 
current study. First, it is important to recognize the influential and predictive nature of 
phonological awareness on literacy development (Gray & McCutchen, 2006; Hogan et al., 2005). 
Both researchers agreed that phonological awareness predicted word reading until second grade. 
Research by Nation and Hulme (1997) narrowed the focus of phonological awareness to the 
phoneme level. In fact, this study pinpointed the skill of phonemic segmentation to be more 
effective than larger units, such as onset-rime segmentation, to predict reading and spelling 




development. Research by Bowey (1995) emphasized that not all children come to school with 
adequate phonological sensitivity, and that this early skill difference can have a negative effect 
on first grade word reading. The work of Ryder et al. (2008) showed the positive effects of 
explicit phonological awareness intervention for at-risk students, while the work of Healy et al. 
(2005), Leafstedt et al. (2004), and Vaughn et al. (2006) offered uniform support for the positive 
effect of phonological awareness interventions for at-risk ELLs in English. In the third part of 
this chapter, the use of second-language phonological awareness instruction and intervention was 
further validated for ELLs in research that supported the cross-linguistic transfer of these skills. 
Research from Vaughn et al. (2006) and Chen et al. (2010) both showed that second-language 
instruction and intervention was beneficial to ELLs‘ phonological awareness and related literacy 
skills in their second language, although there was a limit to the transfer of skills due to the level 
of language proficiency. Cárdenas-Hagan et al. (2007) also showed that cross-linguistic transfer 
of skills was possible, especially for phonological awareness skills, but that the source language 
of instruction did affect the ability for skills to be transferred across languages in some cases. 
Finally, Giambo & McKinney (2004) and Vaughn et al. (2006) showed evidence that a 
phonological awareness intervention can have a positive effect on more general expressive 
language ability for an ELL‘s English oral language proficiency, while Gillon (2000) found this 
to be true for students with language impairments in the area of expressive phonology. The 
research provided in this chapter builds a strong basis for the current study, to determine the 
effects of sublexical fluency and auditory discrimination tasks on the phonological awareness 
and expressive language of ELLs. The procedures used in the current study will be discussed in 
detail in the next chapter. 
 




Chapter Three: Procedures 
 The current study investigated the effect that a phonological awareness intervention with 
an emphasis on sublexical fluency and auditory discrimination tasks had on the phonological 
awareness and expressive language of an English Language Learner (ELL) with language 
impairment. This chapter will serve to provide a comprehensive and in-depth look at how this 
study was executed. First, a description of the sample population is provided. Second, the 
procedures of the intervention are detailed step-by-step. Finally, the assessment tools and 
methods used to collect data before, during, and after the intervention are described. The next 
section describes the sample population included in the current study.  
Description of Sample Population 
 The sole participant for this study was a female first-grade student, María
2
, who at the 
onset of the study was seven years, four months old. María was selected for inclusion in the case 
study based on three criteria. First, she qualified for and received a Tier III (most intensive) 
reading intervention from the Reading Specialist due to her performance on her Spring 
(kindergarten) and Fall and Winter (first grade) Measures of Academic Progress (MAP), in 
which she consistently scored in the bottom 11 percentile, as compared to the national grade-
level norm, and on other classroom-based measures. Second, she was shown to be only mildly-
responsive to the prior phonological awareness intervention, Road to the Code (Blachman et al., 
2000), that she received during the first half of her first-grade year and particularly non-
responsive in the area of phonemic segmentation, as measured by weekly AIMSweb progress-
monitoring data. Third, she was identified as a Level 1 ELL according to ACCESS, a test of 
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English language proficiency (WIDA Consortium, 2008). Her ACCESS level indicates her place 
on the spectrum from knowing little to no English (Level 1) to having the English skills 
necessary to be successful in an English-only mainstream classroom without extra support (Level 
6). 
 María had two younger sisters, ages six and three at the time of the onset of the study, 
which commenced in mid February of her first grade year. She lived with these sisters, her 
mother, and her uncle, and the primary language spoken at home was Spanish, though some 
English was spoken by her uncle and sisters. María attended five-year-old kindergarten at the 
same school the year prior to the investigation. Her demeanor at school was kind and gentle, and 
she was well liked by her peers. Because the researcher had provided María with an 
individualized intervention thirty minutes daily, five days a week from October to January of her 
first grade year as the reading specialist, the researcher had many opportunities to observe her 
behavior firsthand. She was inquisitive, always asking, ―Qué this?‖ to find out more about 
objects around her. She demonstrated receptive understanding in English, and seemed to process 
instruction that was scaffolded with visual cues or modified to shorter, simpler language. María 
was observed to respond almost exclusively in English, although attempts were made regularly 
to converse with her in Spanish. She responded in one to two word utterances in English, or 
resorted to pointing to communicate. Despite these noticeable language discrepancies, she 
demonstrated a good sense of humor, along with a certain mischief and occasionally innocent 
defiance. She would often need to be prompted and pushed to put forth a good effort because she 
would insist she didn‘t know if she perceived a task to be too difficult.  
 To summarize, the two central areas of need that remained for María that were targeted 
for improvement in the current study were phonemic segmentation and expressive language. The 




researcher hypothesized that incorporating sublexical fluency and auditory discrimination tasks 
would have a positive effect on these two areas of weakness. Thus, in the next section, the 
procedures used during the intervention to incorporate sublexical fluency and auditory 
discrimination tasks will be detailed step-by-step.  
Intervention Procedures 
 In this section, the procedures for the phonological awareness intervention are described 
in detail. First, the duration and location of the study is provided. Second, the two daily 
intervention routines of sublexical fluency and auditory discrimination tasks are described. 
 Duration and location of study. 
 The phonological awareness intervention, with emphasis on sublexical fluency and 
auditory discrimination, took place daily in the researcher‘s classroom in a one-on-one setting, 
and lasted for seven weeks. Each session lasted 30 minutes, and occurred at the same time every 
day before the subject‘s lunch, except on Thursdays when the session occurred at the end of the 
school day. The participant was absent for two of the intervention sessions and the researcher, 
the school‘s reading specialist, missed three sessions due to meetings. Therefore, the actual 
number of intervention sessions provided was 30, for a total of 15 hours of intervention. In 
addition to the intervention, María received sixty minutes daily of core reading instruction. Some 
of this instruction was delivered by her regular classroom teacher, who provided large group 
instruction. Also, a literacy aide often provided her small group guided reading instruction 
during this time. A portion of this core reading instruction was delivered through a pull-out 
model by the English as a Second Language (ESL) teacher. Last, María also received Title I 
math support for 30 minutes daily in a small group in addition to her other supports. The 
following section describes what occurred daily during each intervention session.  




  Two intervention routines. 
 Each 30-minute session contained two routines, performed in the same order every time 
the intervention was provided. These two routines were those aimed to emphasize sublexical 
fluency and auditory discrimination. Each routine will be described below. 
 Sublexical fluency. 
 The first part of the intervention session emphasized sublexical fluency. The instructional 
steps followed the routine as established by the Foundations Phonological Coding: Phonemic 
Awareness intervention program (Freeman & Haughton, 1997), which was designed to build 
fluency in phonological awareness tasks through repeated practice in one minute intervals. The 
researcher chose to only focus on one phonological skill, phonemic segmentation, and not 
incorporate other phonological skills because phonemic segmentation was the observed 
weakness of the subject. This decision was also based on research from the Report of the 
National Reading Panel that found that focusing on one or two phonemic awareness skills was 
significantly more effective than focusing on multiple skills, and had greater transfer to later 
reading and spelling than multiple-skill training (NICHD, 2000). One suggestion offered for this 
correlation was that in a multiple-skills approach, insufficient time spent on any one type of 
phonemic awareness interfered with teaching it well (NICHD, 2000). Thus, the intervention 
focused exclusively on phonemic segmentation.  
 To begin the session, four colored discs were placed in front of the student. The 
participant was then told she would practice saying the individual sounds in words quickly for 
one minute. The researcher then proceeded to read words aloud, in order, from the list of simple 
Consonant-Vowel-Consonant (CVC) words photocopied from the Foundations spiral (see 
Appendix F for a copy of these words). For each word, the subject‘s response was recorded on 




the page, using a _ under a phoneme segmented correctly and a / for a phoneme segmented 
incorrectly. This pattern continued for the duration of one minute. The researcher then indicated 
with a line the last word the student reached each day. The total number of phonemes correctly 
segmented were added and recorded near the line. The responses from this initial daily routine of 
sublexical fluency provided the material through which to focus the next routine, that of auditory 
discrimination, which will be described next. 
 Auditory discrimination tasks. 
 After the focus on fluent phonemic segmentation, the researcher then transitioned to the 
second instructional routine: the auditory discrimination task. Based on the responses previously 
generated or upcoming words on the list, the researcher selected eight words for targeted 
phonemic segmentation practice through auditory discrimination. This instructional decision was 
also based on research that reducing task complexity is an effective way to scaffold cognitive 
demand (Leafstedt et al., 2004), such as teaching recognition of the skill before generation. For 
this routine, the materials required included a large tin can and four flat-bottomed glass beads, or 
―jewels‖. The routine began as the subject, María, was told to listen carefully to the researcher‘s 
segmentation of a target word. She was told that she would be asked whether the researcher had 
segmented the target word correctly or incorrectly into its individual sounds. Then, the target 
word was read aloud, and either correctly or incorrectly segmented into its sounds while 
simultaneously dropping the heavy jewels into the noisy tin can. Meanwhile, the subject listened 
carefully, and responded either ―yes‖ or ―no‖ to signal if she thought the word had been 
segmented correctly or incorrectly. The researcher recorded the target word, and then whether 
the subject had responded correctly (checked box) or incorrectly (-) to the stimulus. 




One crucial part of the auditory discrimination task routine was observing, recording, and 
utilizing the phonemic segmentation error responses provided by the subject. This instructional 
decision was also based on research of effective strategies used in the phonological awareness 
intervention of English learners (Leafstedt et. al, 2004). The researcher attempted to vary the 
number of accurate and inaccurate segmentations given to the student, however this was not 
done in an exact way. Instead, throughout the duration of the study, the decision on the part of 
the researcher to either accurately or inaccurately segment a word was determined by 
observations of María‘s need from the initial fluency practice routine. For example, if she was 
observed adding extraneous sounds to the beginning of her segmentation, such as ―uh‖, that 
misconception was accentuated during the auditory discrimination routine by inaccurately 
segmenting three or four words that same way, prompting the student to recognize the flaw when 
produced by the researcher and to become metacognitive about that error type when generated by 
the subject herself.  
 After the researcher recorded Maria‘s response, she either affirmed or corrected the 
response. When the subject correctly identified the segmented word, the response was confirmed 
by having her repeat the correct segmentation by dropping the jewels in the noisy can 
simultaneously. If María responded incorrectly to the segmentation—either by confirming an 
inaccurate segmentation or rejecting an accurate segmentation—the researcher would repeat the 
word, repeat the fluent modeling of the segmentation by dropping the jewels into the tin can, and 
invite the subject to follow suit. Most importantly, however, if the word was incorrectly 
segmented, the researcher made note of the nature of the error, and purposely committed that 
error during subsequent training. Additionally, whenever the student lost the sounds of a word in 
her phonological memory mid-segment, the researcher reclaimed the jewels from the can and 




asked her to repeat the segmentation with fluency. Often, the final routine of auditory 
discrimination incorporated sublexical fluency by insisting that all correct repeated 
segmentations for stimulus words were segmented quickly and without hesitation. 
 To summarize, the daily phonological awareness intervention focused on one skill, 
phonemic segmentation, and emphasized the use of sublexical fluency and auditory 
discrimination tasks. The effectiveness of this intervention on the subject‘s phonological 
awareness and expressive language was measured through the collection of pre and post 
intervention data and progress monitoring data weekly during the intervention. The assessment 
tools and methodology used to collect data in the areas of phonological awareness and expressive 
language will be described next.  
Data Collection: Assessment Tools and Methodology  
 The next part of the chapter will serve to describe the assessment tools and methodology 
used to collect data in order to measure the effectiveness of this phonological awareness 
intervention on the phonological awareness and expressive language of an ELL with language 
impairment. First, the inclusion of a bilingual co-researcher for testing in Spanish and sequence 
of testing is explained. Second, the collection of phonological awareness data in English pre and 
post intervention through the Comprehensive Test of Phonological Processing (CTOPP; Wagner, 
Torgeson, & Rashotte, 1999) is described, followed by a description of the data collection of 
phonological processing in Spanish pre and post intervention through the phonological 
knowledge subtest of the Clinical Evaluation of Language Fundamentals (CELF-4-Spanish; 
Semel, Wiig, & Secord, 2006). Third, the process of collecting progress monitoring data weekly 
through AIMSweb (Shinn & Shinn, 2002) to measure María‘s growth on four early literacy 
measures is explained. Fourth, the collection of daily anecdotal records of phonemic 




segmentation errors is described. Last, the collection of expressive language data is provided, 
through the narrative retell language sample in English and Spanish and Systematic Analysis of 
Language Transcripts bilingual database (SALT; Miller, Andriacchi, & Nockerts, 2011), as well 
as through a language questionnaire given to adults who interacted regularly with the subject. 
The next section will begin by describing the process of collection of data, beginning with a 
general description of the inclusion of a bilingual co-researcher and sequence of testing. 
 Inclusion of bilingual co-researcher and sequence of testing. 
 Because the researcher sought to investigate the transfer of phonological skills and 
expressive language growth from English to Spanish, the researcher invited a bilingual co-
researcher, a certified bilingual speech and language pathologist, to become involved in the study 
to collect data in Spanish. In addition, the co-researcher translated at an initial conference with 
the participant‘s parents to explain the study in their home language of Spanish. The researcher 
began by setting up a conference to explain the study and to commence the pretesting of 
phonological processing and expressive language narrative retell tasks in Spanish by the co-
researcher. This first testing session took place during the evening of parent-teacher conferences, 
for the convenience of the participant‘s family and the co-researcher, who worked in a separate 
district. Pretesting was conducted in the familiarity of the researcher‘s classroom, the room in 
which the participant had been receiving a daily reading intervention since the beginning of her 
first grade year. Her sisters and her parents were present in the room next door, so that she would 
not feel uncomfortable with the unfamiliar co-researcher. In addition, the researcher made sure to 
prepare the participant for the visiting researcher by telling the participant about her in advance, 
and reminding her frequently before the day of her visit. The bilingual co-researcher also used 
her bilingual skills to explain the language questionnaire in Spanish to the subject‘s mother the 




evening of the pre intervention conference. Throughout the study assessments in Spanish were 
conducted one day prior to assessments in English, which both took place in the researcher‘s 
classroom. The next section will describe more in-depth the measure of phonological processing 
in English, followed by the measure of phonological processing in Spanish. 
 Measures of phonological processing. 
 In this section, the measures that were used pre and post intervention to assess the 
subject‘s level of phonological processing are described. First, the assessment of phonological 
processing in English is explained. Second, the assessment of phonological processing in 
Spanish is explained. 
 Comprehensive Test of Phonological Processing (CTOPP), English. 
 In order to measure the subject‘s phonological processing in English, the researcher used 
the Comprehensive Test of Phonological Processing (CTOPP; Wagner et al., 1999) for Ages 7 
through 24 both pre and post intervention (see Appendix A). The CTOPP is a standardized 
measure of three composites of phonological processing: phonological awareness, phonological 
memory, and rapid naming. The subtests that were used to determine these composite scores 
included elision, blending words, memory for digits, nonword repetition, rapid digit naming, and 
rapid letter naming. Supplemental subtests were also used, including rapid color naming, rapid 
object naming, and segmenting words. The blending words, memory for digits, and non-word 
repetition subtests used an audiocassette recording in their administration. The other subtests 
were administered by the researcher. The rapid naming subtests (rapid color, rapid digit, and 
rapid letter) required a timer. On each subtest, correct and incorrect responses given and times 
for the rapid naming subtests were recorded. Raw scores were converted to age equivalents, 
grade equivalents, percentiles, and standard scores, according to CTOPP conversion charts. This 




assessment took approximately 30 minutes and was administered once prior to and once after the 
seven-week study in the researcher‘s classroom in a one on one session with the researcher. This 
assessment was administered in English only. 
 Clinical Evaluation of Language Fundamentals, Spanish (CELF-4-Spanish); 
 Phonological  knowledge subtest. 
  The bilingual co-researcher administered a pre and post assessment of the participant‘s 
phonological awareness in Spanish using the Clinical Evaluation of Language Fundamentals-4- 
Spanish (CELF-4-Spanish; Semel et al., 2006). In order to most closely match the English 
CTOPP, the co-researcher administered the phonological knowledge subtest only (see Appendix 
A). This assessment was administered in the researcher‘s classroom with the researcher 
supervising. The administration of this test took approximately 30 minutes for each session (pre 
and post), and all answers were recorded on the recording form. The CELF-4-Spanish tested five 
items each in the categories of syllable blending, initial phoneme identification, syllable 
segmentation, medial phoneme identification, final phoneme identification, syllable deletion, 
three syllable, final syllable, phoneme segmentation, initial phoneme substitution, and initial 
phoneme deletion. One point was given for each correct response, for a total of 55 points. The 
score is reported as a raw score and compared to a criterion score for the subject‘s age.  
 Progress-monitoring measures.  
 In addition to testing phonological awareness both pre and post intervention, the subject‘s 
progress on four early literacy measures was assessed weekly using the progress-monitoring tool 
AIMSweb Test of Early Literacy (Shinn & Shinn, 2002). First, the method of data collection 
from the current intervention is described. Second, the collection of archival data from the prior 
intervention is described.  




 AIMSweb Test of Early Literacy: Current intervention. 
 Once per week for the duration of the seven-week study, the researcher administered the 
AIMSweb Test of Early Literacy (Shinn & Shinn, 2002), which was comprised of four separate 
measures of sublexical fluency, including letter naming fluency, letter sound fluency, phonemic 
segmentation fluency, and nonsense word fluency (see Appendix B for a copy of the test). Each 
measure was timed for 60 seconds, during which the participant read as many letter names, 
sounds, or nonsense words aloud as she could in the time allotted. In the case of phoneme 
segmentation fluency, the subject segmented as many sounds from words as she could in the 
time allotted. The researcher recorded incorrect responses and subtracted them from the total. 
The scores for letter naming fluency and letter sound fluency were reported as the number of 
correct responses and the number of total errors. The scores for phoneme segmentation fluency 
and nonsense word fluency were reported as total responses correct.  
 AIMSweb archival data. 
 This data was also collected weekly during the prior intervention, Road to the Code, 
beginning in December according to the methods described above. A baseline data point was 
also collected in October to determine María‘s goal for growth on each test of early literacy.  
 Anecdotal records of phonemic segmentation errors. 
 A critical feature of the auditory discrimination task routine was observing, recording, 
and responding to the phonemic segmentation error patterns as produced by the subject on a 
daily basis. These errors were recorded on a self-made recording form (see Appendix G for a 
copy). The recording form had room for eight ―trials‖ or words per session. There was one box 
for each trial. The researcher recorded the word presented, the segmentation of the word, and 




whether the subject had responded correctly (check) or incorrectly (-). This recording form 
served as a referral tool for future instruction. 
 Measures of expressive language. 
 In this section, the measures of expressive language English and Spanish are described. 
First, the collection of narrative retell language samples is described. Second, the analysis of the 
language samples through the SALT database is explained. Last, the language questionnaire 
given to adults who interacted regularly with the subject is described.   
 Narrative retell language samples (English and Spanish). 
 Samples of the participant‘s expressive language in Spanish and in English were 
collected using a retell of the narrative, Frog Where Are You? (Mayer, 1994), which is a 
wordless picture book. The narrative retell task was chosen to give the participant a better chance 
of producing more language using picture cues, rather than a de-contextualized conversational 
language sample. The Spanish language sample was elicited by the co-researcher both pre and 
post intervention. The researcher elicited the English language sample one day after Spanish 
language sample pre and post intervention. 
 The procedure for administering and collecting narrative retell language samples began 
when the examiner turned on the digital recording device and told the participant that the story 
would be read aloud and that she would be asked to retell the story when it was done. The 
examiner then read the story aloud to the participant following the script (see Appendix C for a 
copy of the script). María listened to the story and looked at the pictures while the story was read 
aloud. The examiner then turned to the cover of the book and invited the participant to retell the 
story, starting at the beginning. The subject turned the pages and retold the story. Responses 
were recorded on paper in addition to the digital recording. Any encouragement and 




reinforcement given by the examiner during the language sample was provided in the respective 
language tested. These reinforcements were not based on the content of the story, but only used 
to help María persist at the task. The responses were transcribed in English and Spanish, and 
entered for comparative analysis into a language software database, as described below. 
 Analysis of narrative retell samples: SALT database. 
 The pre and post intervention language samples were transcribed and analyzed using the 
Systematic Analysis of Language Transcripts bilingual database software (SALT; Miller et al., 
2011). SALT is a standardized language sample analysis software program that compares a 
child‘s individual oral language production to a database of same-age peers. Once María‘s 
transcripts were coded by the co-researcher according to SALT conventions, they were entered 
into the SALT bilingual story retell databases and compared to same-age bilingual peers (see 
Appendix D for copies of transcripts and SALT analyses in English and Spanish). The subject‘s 
pretest performance on the narrative retell language samples elicited in English and Spanish was 
compared to the performance of 52 female and 62 male same-age peers, in the age range seven 
years, two months to seven years, six months old in the SALT database. Her posttest 
performance was compared to the performance of 40 female and 46 male same-age peers in the 
age range seven years, four months to seven years, eight months in the SALT database. The 
difference in this comparison sample was due to the subject‘s change in age during the course of 
the intervention from seven years, four months pretest to seven years, six months posttest. After 
the samples were compared to the database, three measures of expressive language were 
calculated: total completed words, number of different words, and mean length of utterance. 
While total completed words signified the number of words used in the sample, the number of 
different words signified vocabulary usage. Last, the mean length of utterance measured the 




number of morphemes produced on average every time the subject spoke. This was a measure of 
linguistic complexity. Raw scores for each measure were automatically calculated by the 
software, as well as the standard deviation of these scores as compared to same-age peers.  
 Language questionnaire. 
 Both before and after the seven-week intervention, the researcher distributed a 
questionnaire to all adults who interacted with María on a regular basis, including her mother, 
her classroom teacher, a literacy aide, her Spanish teacher, and her ESL teacher, in order to 
provide a qualitative measure of her expressive language in different contexts of school and 
home. The questionnaire given to monolingual adults, including the classroom teacher, ESL 
teacher, and literacy aide, assessed her expressive language in English only. The questionnaire 
given to Spanish-speaking adults, including her Spanish teacher and mother, assessed her 
expressive language in Spanish. It was explained to her mother in Spanish at the pre intervention 
conference by the bilingual co-researcher.  The questionnaire was adapted from an existing 
language sample questionnaire (Bilinguistics, 2006), which organized expressive language into 
three categories of form, content, and use. The questionnaire offered statements about expressive 
language and communication in these three categories, and asked the respondents to score 
María‘s language on a Likert scale in the range one to five. A score of one meant that the 
respondent strongly disagreed with the statement, or that María demonstrated the expressive 
language skill ―none of the time.‖ A score of five signified that the respondent strongly agreed 
with the statement, and that María demonstrated the expressive language skill ―most of the time‖. 
In total, there were eighteen response items to score (see Appendix E for copies of the 
questionnaire). Additionally, the questionnaire included space at the bottom for the respondents 
to write anecdotal notes about their observations of María‘s expressive language. 




 To summarize, the effectiveness of this intervention was tested according to several 
measures of phonological awareness and expressive language. As a result of these 
measurements, additional crucial information about the participant involved in the study was 
discovered, which will be described next. 
Conclusion 
 This chapter served to provide an overview of, and in-depth look at, the procedures of the 
current study. First, the sample population, one first grade ELL with language impairment, was 
described. Next, the procedures of the seven-week intervention were explained in detail, 
including the two daily routines of sublexical fluency and auditory discrimination tasks. Last, the 
assessment tools and methodologies for data collection were provided. Testing occurred in both 
English and Spanish both before and after the intervention for phonological awareness and 
expressive language, in order to measure for transfer of skills between languages. The 
participant‘s progress was monitored closely through weekly progress-monitoring probes. In 
addition, the participant‘s correct and incorrect responses, as recorded by the researcher daily 
throughout the intervention, helped to focus the intervention to meet the observed needs of the 











Chapter Four: Results 
 The current study investigated the effect of a phonological awareness intervention with 
emphasis on sublexical fluency and auditory discrimination tasks on the phonological awareness 
and expressive language of an English Language Learner with language impairment. This fourth 
chapter serves to organize and present the data collected to measure the effectiveness of the 
intervention. First, this chapter will present results of the phonological awareness assessments in 
English, followed by results of the phonological awareness assessments in Spanish. Second, 
weekly progress monitoring results of the four early literacy measures in English will be 
presented. Third, results from archival weekly progress monitoring data during the prior 
intervention, Road to the Code (Blachman et al., 2000), will be shown. Fourth, results from 
anecdotal records taken daily during the intervention will be detailed. Finally, results from the 
expressive language assessments, including the narrative retell language samples and language 
questionnaires, will be presented.  
Phonological Awareness Results 
 María‘s levels of phonological processing were measured in both English and Spanish 
pre and post intervention, and will be reported in this section. First, the results of María‘s 
phonological processing in English will be reported according to her performance on pre and 
post intervention measures of the Comprehensive Test of Phonological Processing (CTOPP; 
Wagner et al., 1999). Second, the results of her phonological processing in Spanish will be 
reported according to pre and post intervention measures of the phonological knowledge subtest 
of the Clinical Evaluation of Language Fundamentals (CELF-4-Spanish; Semel et al., 2006).  




Phonological awareness results: English. 
 Maria‘s performance on the pre and posttests of the Comprehensive Test of Phonological 
Processing (CTOPP; Wagner et al., 1999) were compared. Results from each of the nine 
individual subtests were compared and reported, grouped into two categories: 1) Phonological 
Awareness and Phonological Memory subtests, reported by the raw score number of items 
answered correctly and 2) Rapid Naming subtests, reported as the total number of seconds 
required to complete the subtest. Figure 1 provides a graphical representation of María‘s pre and 
post-intervention data, according to her performance on the Phonological Awareness and 















Figure 1. Results of Phonological Awareness and Phonological Memory Subtests: English 
 
Figure 1. Subject‘s raw scores on pretest and posttest measures of phonological awareness 
(elision, blending words, segmenting words) and phonological memory (memory for digits, 
nonword repetition) in English. 
Figure 1 shows that María made improvements in the number of items answered 
correctly across all measures of phonological awareness and phonological memory from pretest 
to posttest in English. On both subtests of phonological awareness—elision and blending 
words—María was able to answer three more items correctly on the posttest than on the pretest. 
Elision tested María‘s ability to manipulate phonological information by deleting units of sound 
(syllables, phonemes). Modest gains were made on the subtests of phonological memory—
memory for digits and non-word repetition—with one and two more items correctly answered on 














































posttest was on the segmenting words subtest, with an increase from three items correct on the 
pretest to nine items correct on the posttest. Segmenting words is the independent measure of 
phonological awareness that was the skill targeted by the intervention. In fact, María was 
observed attempting to segment words throughout the posttest of the CTOPP, even when the 
directions asked her to demonstrate other areas of phonological awareness. 
 In addition to measures of phonological awareness and phonological memory, María‘s 
performance on the four rapid naming subtests of the CTOPP was compared from pretest to 
posttest. Figure 2 shows the results of these tests, which indicate María‘s phonological 















Figure 2. Results of Rapid Naming Subtest: English 
 
Figure 2. Subject‘s scores on pretest and posttest measures of rapid naming (rapid digit naming, 
rapid letter naming, rapid color naming, and rapid object naming) in English. Measured in time 
(seconds). 
 Because the data for rapid naming subtests were measured in the total seconds required to 
complete the task, a higher number indicated a slower phonological processing time. The results 
from Figure 2 show that María‘s rapid naming improved modestly in three out of the four rapid 
naming subtests (rapid digit naming, rapid color naming, rapid object naming) from pre to post 
test. María‘s rapid color naming and rapid object naming times both pre and post intervention 
(112, 111, and 96, 92 seconds, respectively) lagged behind her rapid digit naming and rapid letter 
naming times (64, 58, and 78, 79 seconds, respectively). The rapid color naming and rapid object 
naming were both supplemental subtests of the CTOPP, while the rapid digit naming and rapid 

































CTOPP Rapid Naming Subtest
Pretest
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 The results of María‘s CTOPP composite percentiles show that María grew in percentile 
rank on phonological awareness and phonological memory, though she decreased in her rapid 
naming percentile rank. Her phonological awareness composite ranked in the eighth percentile, 
her phonological memory composite in the second percentile, and her rapid naming composite in 
the 16
th
 percentile at posttest. However, María grew in her segmenting words percentile from the 
eighth to the 50
th
 percentile from pretest to posttest.  Figure 3 shows the comparison of these 
percentiles from pretest to posttest in these areas of phonological processing. 
Figure 3. Results of Phonological Processing Percentile Ranks: English 
 
Figure 3. Subject‘s pretest and posttest phonological processing percentile ranks (composite 




































 Phonological awareness results: Spanish. 
 The Phonological Knowledge subtest of the Clinical Evaluation of Language 
Fundamentals (CELF-4-Spanish; Semel et al., 2006) was used both pre and post intervention to 
measure growth in María‘s phonological awareness in Spanish. Results were collected and 
displayed in Figure 4. This test is composed of 11 individual subtests of phonological awareness, 
with five points possible on each subtest for a total of 55 possible points. The intervention 
directly taught only one skill, phonemic segmentation. 
Figure 4. Results of Phonological Awareness: Spanish 
 






























CELF-4-Spanish Phonological Knowledge Subtest
Pretest
Posttest




 Figure 4 shows that on the pretest, represented in blue, María was only able to provide 
correct responses in three of the 11 subtests (syllable blending and initial phoneme deletion, one 
correct response and final phoneme identification, two correct responses) for a total of four 
points out of the possible 55. This is a percentage of 7% correct for the pretest. On the posttest of 
phonological awareness in Spanish, represented by the red bars, María was able to provide 
correct responses in seven of the 11 subtests for a total of 13 correct responses out of the total 55 
possible items. This is a percentage of 24% correct responses and an increase of 17% from 
pretest to posttest. María improved across five out of the 11 subtests of phonological awareness 
in Spanish, with no gains made on the medial phoneme identification, syllable deletion, three 
syllable, final syllable, and initial phoneme deletion subtests. She decreased in only one subtest, 
final phoneme identification, from pretest to posttest. These results showed an overall increase in 
her phonological awareness skills in Spanish from pretest to posttest.  
Progress Monitoring Results 
 María‘s progress was monitored weekly using AIMSweb (Shinn & Shinn, 2002) 
beginning four months before the current intervention to measure growth on four early literacy 
measures: letter naming fluency (LNF), letter sound fluency (LSF), phonemic segmentation 
fluency (PSF), and nonsense word fluency (NWF). Each measured the number of items (letters, 
sounds, phonemes, sounds in nonsense words) correctly identified in a period of one minute. The 
following section will report María‘s progress according to the progress monitoring data 
collected. First, her growth in the four early literacy measures during the current intervention will 
be reported. Second, her growth in these areas from the prior intervention, Road to the Code, will 
be reported.  




 Progress monitoring results: Current intervention. 
 Figure 5 shows María‘s growth during the current intervention on these four early 
literacy measures, of letter naming fluency, letter sound fluency, phonemic segmentation 
fluency, and nonsense word fluency, from pretest in February to posttest in April. 
Figure 5. Progress Monitoring Results: Current Intervention 
 
Figure 5. Subject‘s raw scores on pretest and posttest of four progress monitoring measures 
(letter naming fluency, letter sound fluency, phonemic segmentation fluency, nonsense word 
fluency) in English. 
 Figure 5 shows that María grew in all four measures of early literacy from pretest to 
posttest according to her AIMSweb progress monitoring data, though her growth in letter naming 
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sounds) and phonemic segmentation fluency (+37 phonemes). She also grew modestly in 
nonsense word fluency (+8 sounds) from pretest to posttest.  
 Progress monitoring results, prior intervention.  
 In this section, María‘s growth on measures of progress monitoring data during the prior 
intervention, Road to the Code, will be reported and compared to the results of her growth on 
these four measures of literacy during the current intervention. Figure 6 depicts this growth. It 
should be noted, however, that the data reported in this figure for the Road to the Code 
intervention was measured over four months from a baseline measure taken in October to the end 
of the intervention in February, while the current intervention occurred and was measured for 
less than two months from February to April. Secondly, it is important to consider that the 
current intervention occurred after the primary intervention. Finally, it is important to note that 












Figure 6. Progress Monitoring Growth: Prior and Current Intervention 
 
Figure 6. Subject‘s change from pretest to posttest on four progress monitoring measures (letter 
naming fluency, letter sound fluency, phonemic segmentation fluency, nonsense word fluency) 
in English, on both prior and current intervention. 
Figure 6 shows that during the prior intervention, Road to the Code, María‘s letter 
naming fluency, letter sound fluency and nonsense word fluency increased 14, 28, and 18 units, 
respectively. All three of these measures were print-based measures that required María to look 
at print (letters/words), and process the print to its auditory representation (letter name/sound). 
On the one purely auditory task, phonemic segmentation fluency, María only grew 9 phonemes 
per minute in four months. This growth occurred early in the intervention, when she grew from 0 
to 9 phonemes per minute in one week, and then she did not show growth in this skill for the 



































AIMSweb Early Literacy Measure
Prior Intervention: Road to the 
Code
Current Intervention




increased 37 phonemes per minute in seven weeks during the current intervention. She also 
showed immediate growth, but then grew continuously throughout the current intervention. 
 Figure 7 provides a different view of María‘s growth on one particular progress 
monitoring measure, phonemic segmentation fluency, during the course of both her prior 
intervention Road to the Code, and her current intervention. The graph indicates the point at 
which the current intervention began and ended as a point of reference.  
Figure 7. Phonemic Segmentation Fluency Results: Prior and Current Intervention 
 
Figure 7. Subject‘s scores on one progress monitoring measure (phonemic segmentation fluency) 
in English, on prior and current intervention. 
The red dots are María‘s actual data points, or phonemes segmented correctly in one 
minute. The red dashed line indicates María‘s trendline, or projected growth, based on these data 
points. The solid black line shows the growth required for María to reach her end of year goal of 
Beginning of 
current intervention  
End of current 
intervention  
Prior intervention: 
Road to the Code 
 




55 phonemes correctly segmented in one minute, a goal which is based on the 50
th
 percentile for 
her grade level, and indicated by the black star. Between December and February, María 
received Road to the Code, a phonological awareness intervention that used a routine of teacher 
modeling, student imitation, and corrective feedback to teach phonemic segmentation. Figure 7 
shows that in these two months, she made minimal gains in this isolated skill. In fact from 
December 12
th
 to February 13
th
, the week before the new intervention began, María did not make 
any progress in phonemic segmentation, as the graph indicates a plateau of red data points at 
around 10 phonemes correct. By this point, María had fallen behind her black goal line. By 
contrast, on February 28
th
, the first full week after the new intervention began, María was able to 
segment 34 phonemes in one minute, and was back above her goal line. Table 1 shows this 
information, the number of phonemes segmented correctly in one minute, and the entry dates of 














 Progress Monitoring Results: Phonemic Segmentation Fluency 
 
As noted in Table 1, María segmented 57 phonemes in one minute on March 28
th
. The final week 
of the study her phonemic segmentation fluency dropped to 49 phonemes in one minute. The 
implications of these results will be discussed in the next chapter. 
Anecdotal Record of Phonemic Segmentation Errors 
 Daily anecdotal records of the subject‘s phonemic segmentation errors were collected 
during the intervention routines of sublexical fluency and auditory discrimination, which were 
then used to make instructional decisions about which error patterns would be presented to the 
subject for auditory discrimination practice (see Appendix G). Examples of segmenting errors 
committed by the subject and recorded by the researcher during this phase of the lesson included 




changing medial sounds (/p-o-p/ for /p-u-p/), combining two or more sounds (/moo-n/ for /m-oo-
n/), substitution of /m/ for /n/ in the initial position (/m-a-me/ for /n-a-me/), repetition of initial 
consonant sounds (/g-ga-s/ for /g-a-s/), adding superfluous /d/ to the initial and final positions 
(/d-red/ for /r-e-d/), articulating /th/ instead of /f/ (/t-oo-f/ for /t-oo-th/), articulating /d/ for /l/ at 
the ends of words (/g-ir-d/ for /g-ir-l), and omission of sounds (/m-ai/ for /m-ai-l/). By the fifth 
week of the intervention, the researcher moved on to more difficult phonemic segmentation to 
include segmenting words with common beginning consonant blends such as ―br‖ and ―pl‖. The 
results showed that initially, the subject was not able to discriminate between beginning 
consonant blends and single consonant sounds, such as between /b-r/ and /b/ or between /p-l/ and 
/p/. By the end of the intervention, although she was not able to generate correct segmentation of 
these blends in words consistently, María was able to recognize when she heard correct or 
incorrect segmentation of consonant blends in familiar words, such as /p-l-a-y/ vs. /p-a-y/). 
Expressive Language Results 
 In addition to determining the effects of the intervention on discrete phonological 
awareness skills, the current study also explored the effects of sublexical fluency and auditory 
discrimination tasks on more general expressive language production of the subject in both 
English and Spanish. The effects on expressive language were measured in two ways: 1) the 
collection and analysis of narrative retell language samples, and 2) language questionnaires 
given to adults who interacted regularly with the subject. In this section, the results of pre and 
post intervention assessments of both will be presented. First, the results from the narrative retell 
language samples as elicited in both English and Spanish will be reported. Second, the results 
from the language questionnaires will be reported. 




 Narrative retell language samples and SALT analysis results. 
 María‘s expressive language was measured both pre and post intervention through a retell 
of a wordless picture book, and compared to a database of her bilingual same-age peers‘ 
performance on the task using the Systematic Analysis of Language Transcripts software (SALT; 
Miller et al., 2011). The narrative retell language sample was elicited in both English and 
Spanish and then analyzed in two areas of language. First, her language samples were analyzed 
in the area of semantics using total completed words (TCW), a measure of overall language 
production, and number of different words (NDW), a measure of vocabulary diversity. Second, 
her samples were analyzed for syntax/morphology using mean length of utterance (MLU), or the 
average number of morphemes produced by the subject per utterance. First, the results of the 
narrative retell as elicited in English on these measures will be reported. Second, the results of 
the narrative retell as elicited in Spanish on these measures are discussed.  
Narrative retell language sample and SALT analysis results: Elicited in English. 
 On the narrative retell language sample as elicited in English, María responded, with 
prompting, in English on both the pretest and posttest. Figure 8 gives a picture of María‘s 
semantic language in English through TCW and NDW. Figure 8 shows that María improved on 
both measures. She improved overall on TCW as elicited in English from 45 words pretest to 80 
words posttest. This figure also indicates that María improved in the NDW she produced in 
English from 21 different words pretest to 35 different words posttest. 
 




Figure 8. Results of Narrative Retell Language Sample, elicited in English: Total 
Completed Words and Number of Different Words 
 
Figure 8. Subject‘s raw scores on two expressive language measures (total completed words and 
number of different words), pre and posttest on the narrative retell language sample as elicited in 
English and SALT analysis.   
 In addition to these semantic measures of expressive language, María‘s expressive 
language in English was measured to determine the complexity of her syntax using MLU. Figure 




































Figure 9. Results of Narrative Retell Language Sample, elicited in English: Mean Language 
of Utterance 
 
Figure 9. Subject‘s raw scores on one expressive language measure (mean length of utterance), 
pre and posttest on the narrative retell language sample as elicited in English and SALT analysis. 
 While the results show María increased according to measures of semantics and syntax, 
results from the SALT analysis also show that she improved from pre to post intervention on 
measures of standard deviation. Figure 10 shows the results of this SALT analysis measure. It 
compares her pretest performance on the narrative retell language sample to the performance of 
52 female and 62 male same-age peers, in the age range seven years, two months to seven years, 
six months old in the SALT database. It also compares her posttest performance to the 
performance of 40 female and 46 male same-age peers, in the age range seven years, four months 
to seven years, eight months in the SALT database. The difference in this comparison sample 
was due to the subject‘s change in age during the course of the intervention from seven years, 

































same-age peers in the categories NDW, TCW, and MLU. Results from pre to post intervention in 
measures of standard deviation are reported in Figure 10. 
Figure 10. Results of Narrative Retell Language Sample, elicited in English: Standard 
Deviation 
 
Figure 10. Standard deviation of subject on three expressive language measures (number of 
different words, total completed words, and mean length of utterance), from pre to posttest on the 
narrative retell language sample as elicited in English and SALT analysis. 
Figure 10 displays the results of the SALT analysis of María‘s expressive language in 
terms of standard deviation. The results show that María improved on in this category on all 































 Narrative retell language sample and SALT analysis results: Elicited in Spanish. 
 María was given the same narrative retell language sample, elicited in Spanish by the 
bilingual co-researcher, both pre and post intervention. The story was read aloud to her in 
Spanish following the script (see Appendix C for a copy of the script), and the directions were 
also given to her in Spanish, which was reported to be her home language. María needed 
maximum encouragement to attempt to retell the story, even with the aid of the pictures, which 
was common behavior for her when completing tasks she perceived to be difficult. When she 
finally vocalized, she only used English. Thus, all results reported in this section reflect María‘s 
expressive language in English, as a function of testing in Spanish. The results from this 
Spanish-elicited test will be briefly discussed, and then compared to the results from the test 
elicited in English to determine if María showed a preference in responding to the test elicited in 
English or Spanish. Again, at no point did María offer responses in her home language of 
Spanish, which raised tremendous concern on behalf of the researcher and co-researcher. Figure 
11 shows the expressive language produced by María, in English, after she was asked to respond 













Figure 11. Results of Narrative Retell Language Sample, elicited in Spanish: Total 
Completed Words and Number of Different Words 
 
Figure 11. Subject‘s raw scores on two expressive language measures (total completed words 
and number of different words), from pre to posttest on the narrative retell language sample as 
elicited in Spanish and SALT analysis. All words produced by the subject after Spanish-elicited 
testing were in English. 
 Figure 11 shows that María increased in the total completed words she used from pretest 
(27) to posttest (61) and in the number of different words she used from pretest (16) to posttest 
(35) in English when the language sample was elicited in Spanish. This was a change in total 
completed words of +34, and a change in number of different words of +19 from pre to posttest, 
both in English. María showed a greater change in total completed words than number of 































words used from pretest to posttest when elicited in Spanish and the change when elicited in 
English. 
Figure 12. Narrative Retell Language Sample Change, elicited in English and Spanish: 
Total Completed Words and Number of Different Words 
 
Figure 12. Subject‘s change from pretest to posttest scores on two expressive language measures 
(total completed words and number of different words), on the narrative retell language sample 
as elicited in Spanish and English and SALT analysis. All words produced by the subject after 
Spanish-elicited testing were in English. 
 Figure 12 shows the change in total completed words from pretest to posttest in English 
was +35 and the change in total completed words from pretest to posttest elicited in Spanish was 
+34. This figure shows that the change in number of different words from pretest to posttest in 





































Spanish was +19. Again, María only responded in English to tests that were elicited in both 
English and Spanish, even though she was asked to respond in Spanish when the test was elicited 
in Spanish. 
 María‘s mean length of utterance when elicited in Spanish increased from 1.93 to 2.52 
from prettest to posttest. Again, these results do not reflect Spanish language growth, as she only 
responded in English. Figure 13 shows this information. 
Figure 13. Results of Narrative Retell Language Sample, elicited in Spanish: Mean Length 
of Utterance 
 
Figure 13. Subject‘s raw score on one expressive language measure (mean length of utterance), 
on the narrative retell language sample as elicited in Spanish and SALT analysis. All words and 































The change in mean length of utterance from pre to posttest as elicited in English and in 
Spanish is shown. Figure 14 indicates that María‘s increase in mean length of utterance between 
the pre and post assessments elicited in English was +.33 and her increase in mean length of 
utterance in Spanish was +.59. Again, both measures reflect English language usage because 
María did not respond in Spanish even though the test was elicited in Spanish. 
Figure 14. Narrative Retell Language Sample Change, elicited in English and Spanish: 
Mean Length of Utterance 
 
Figure 14. Subject‘s change from pretest to posttest on one expressive language measure (mean 
length of utterance), on the narrative retell language sample as elicited in English and Spanish 
and SALT analysis. All words and utterances produced by the subject after Spanish-elicited 







































 Language questionnaire results. 
 This section will report the results of the language questionnaires that were given to the 
adults who interacted with María on a regular basis both pre and post intervention in order to 
measure any change in expressive language in English and Spanish as observed in different 
environments of school and home as a result of the intervention. Questionnaires were given to 
the subject‘s classroom teacher, her mother, a literacy aide, her English as a Second Language 
teacher, and the Spanish teacher who provided instruction in Spanish to María and her 
classmates three times a week. First, the quantitative results of the questionnaire will be 
discussed. Second, the qualitative results of the questionnaire will be shared.  
It should be noted that although questionnaires were given to five adults both pre and 
post assessment, the results of only three adults‘ questionnaires—the classroom teacher, literacy 
aide, and Spanish teacher—were collected and analyzed. There are a number of reasons for this. 
First, even though the subject‘s mother was given a Spanish version of the questionnaire both pre 
and post intervention and it was explained verbally in Spanish at the pre-intervention conference, 
she did not complete the questionnaire. She did informally indicate how she would score the 
questionnaire. However, though an attempt was made to accommodate the language and literacy 
needs of the parent for response, the researcher did not feel comfortable filling out the 
questionnaire for her. Finally, the responses of the English as a Second Language teacher were 
not included because she only returned the post-intervention questionnaire.  
 
 




Language questionnaire: Quantitative results. 
In this section, the quantitative results of the language questionnaire will be discussed. 
The questionnaire was adapted from an existing questionnaire (Bilinguistics, 2006), which 
divided expressive language skills into three categories: form (syntax/morphology), content 
(semantics), and use (pragmatics). Under each category, the respondent was asked to rate on a 
scale of one (strongly agree/none of the time) to five (strongly agree/most of the time) whether or 
not the subject demonstrated the expressive language skill. The questionnaire contained 18 
different response items, for a total of 90 points possible. 
The results from the language questionnaires from the classroom teacher, literacy aide, 
and Spanish teacher are reported in Figure 15. The literacy aide and classroom teacher responses 
both represent levels of María‘s expressive language in English both pre and post intervention. 
The Spanish teacher responses represent levels of María‘s expressive language in Spanish both 












Figure 15. Results of Language Questionnaires, English and Spanish: Total Points 
 
Figure 15. Total points (out of possible 90) on language questionnaire from three respondents 
(two English, one Spanish) about expressive language skills of subject from pre to post 
intervention. 
 Figure 15 shows that all three respondents—the literacy aide, classroom teacher, and 
Spanish teacher—reported an increase in María‘s expressive language from pre to post test in 
English and Spanish. The biggest increase was observed by the classroom teacher (+5 points) in 
English. Both the literacy aide and Spanish teacher reported a change of +2 points from pre to 
post intervention. Overall, the Spanish teacher‘s scores, which reported María‘s expressive 
language in Spanish, were much lower than the literacy aide and classroom teacher‘s scores, 
which reported María‘s expressive language in English, on both pre and post questionnaires. 
Again, this questionnaire asked respondents to score María‘s expressive language on a scale of 

































expressive skill, one meaning ―none of the time/strongly disagree‖ to five meaning ―most of the 
time/strongly agree.‖ A perfect score of 90 would have meant that the respondent had observed 
María demonstrate the expressive language skill on all 18 response items on average, most of the 
time (5.0). However, María‘s results show that, on average, the respondents disagreed (2.0) or 
strongly disagreed (1.0) with María‘s ability to demonstrate the expressive language skill in 
question. These results are shown in Figure 16. 
Figure 16. Results of Language Questionnaire, English and Spanish: Average Score per 
Question  
 
Figure 16. Average score per question out of five (5.0) on language questionnaires from three 
respondents (two English, one Spanish) about expressive language skills of subject from pre to 
post intervention. 
The respondents‘ post-intervention average response was 2.2 (literacy aide), 2.3 
(classroom teacher), and 1.17 (Spanish teacher) out of five points. This figure shows that 







































intervention, on average their responses were only one or two out of the possible five points per 
category. It also shows that the scores of María‘s expressive language in Spanish were much 
lower on average than the scores of her expressive language in English as observed by the 
literacy aide and classroom teacher.  
 The respondents‘ average pre and posttest questionnaire scores in the three expressive 
language categories of form, content, and use were also reported. The results from this analysis 








Figure 17. Results of Language Questionnaire, English and Spanish: Average Score by 
Category
 
Figure 17. Average score out of five (5.0) by category of language (form, content, and use) on 
language questionnaire from three respondents (two English, one Spanish) about expressive 
language skills of subject from pre to post intervention. 
Figure 17 shows that between the three categories of expressive language, form, content, 
and use, María scored highest both pre and posttest in the category of content. The results show 
her lowest-scoring category of expressive language both pre and posttest was form 
(syntax/morphology). These results show that her language use (pragmatics) increased the least 
from pretest to posttest. Additionally, the results show that María‘s expressive language in 
















































































































responses from the Spanish teacher. She did show some growth, from 1.14 to 1.42, as an average 
response in the category of language use in Spanish, as reported by her Spanish teacher. Still, in 
all three categories of form, content, and use, María‘s expressive language scores in Spanish 
were lower than her expressive language scores in English.   
 Language questionnaire: Qualitative results. 
 At the end of the questionnaire, respondents had the opportunity to record additional 
notes and observations about María‘s expressive language (see Appendix E). On the post 
questionnaire, the literacy aide who worked with her during guided reading group stated that 
María ―gained confidence and is eager to answer questions.‖ Her classroom teacher reiterated her 
concern for María‘s expressive language but stated that she ―has made some improvement.‖ 
Finally, the Spanish teacher noted that María ―could communicate with one-word answers in 
Spanish during Spanish class at the beginning of the year‖ but now ―only responds and 
communicates in English even when spoken to in Spanish.‖  
Conclusion 
 The results of this study of the effects of a phonological awareness intervention with an 
emphasis on sublexical fluency and auditory discrimination tasks on the phonological awareness 
and expressive language of an ELL with language impairment were reported using a number of 
measures of phonological awareness and expressive language. First, the results of pre and post 
assessments of the subject‘s phonological awareness in English and Spanish were presented. 
Results from weekly progress monitoring data on four early literacy measures of letter naming 
fluency, letter sound fluency, phonemic segmentation fluency, and nonsense word fluency were 




reported from the current intervention, as well as from the prior intervention, Road to the Code. 
Results from anecdotal daily records of the subject‘s errors in phonemic segmentation were 
shared. Last, results of the narrative retell language samples elicited in English and Spanish and 
the language questionnaires given to adults who interacted with her regularly in both English and 
Spanish were presented. The next chapter will draw the current study to a close by connecting 
the results to existing research and the common core standards. The results will also be 
explained. Finally, strengths and limitations of the study and recommendations for future 
















Chapter Five: Conclusions 
 With the results of the phonological awareness intervention presented in the previous 
chapter, conclusions to these results can be drawn. This final chapter will serve to draw the 
current study to a close through a discussion of these results and their implications. First, the 
results of the current intervention in the areas of phonological awareness, cross-linguistic skill 
transfer, and expressive language will be summarized and connected to existing research. 
Second, explanations of these results will be offered. Third, the results will be linked to the 
Common Core Standards for English Language Arts (2010). Fourth, the chapter will discuss 
strengths of the current study. Last, limitations to the study will be offered and recommendations 
to improve on these limitations for future research will be explored. The chapter will begin with 
connections of the results to existing research. 
Connections to Existing Research 
 In this section, the results of the current intervention are summarized and connected to 
existing research. First, María‘s growth from the current intervention on phonological awareness 
in English will be discussed and connected to research that showed phonological awareness 
interventions were effective for students at-risk in this area (Ryder et al., 2008), particularly for 
English Language Learners (Healy et al., 2005; Leafstedt et al., 2004; Vaughn et al., 2006). This 
section will also show that María‘s growth in phonemic segmentation to levels comparable to her 
same-age peers was not unexpected (Gillon, 2000; Leafstedt et al., 2004) and that the focus on 
one skill was an effective and important instructional choice (Nation & Hulme, 1997; NICHD, 
2000). Second, María‘s limited cross-linguistic transfer of phonological awareness skills between 
English and Spanish will be discussed and connected to research to show that this limited 




transfer was not unexpected for a student with limited expressive language proficiency (Chen et 
al., 2010; Vaughn et al., 2006). Last, María‘s growth in expressive language from the current 
intervention will be discussed and connected to research that shows phonological awareness 
interventions can positively impact expressive language for ELLs (Giambo & McKinney, 2004) 
and students with spoken language impairment (Gillon, 2000). These results will be discussed in 
this section, beginning with an explanation of the results and connections to existing research to 
support the first result, the growth of phonological awareness of an English language learner 
with language impairment. 
 Phonological awareness growth. 
 First, María‘s growth in phonological awareness in English will be discussed. The 
researcher hypothesized that an intervention with emphasis on sublexical fluency and auditory 
discrimination tasks would improve the phonological awareness of an ELL with language 
impairment. The results show that this hypothesis was correct. María showed improvement on all 
English phonological awareness and phonological memory measures on the CTOPP, including 
elision, blending words, memory for digits, nonword repetition, and segmenting words. She also 
improved on three of the four measures of rapid naming, including rapid digit naming, rapid 
color naming, and rapid object naming. On the remaining measure, rapid letter naming, her 
scores were consistent from pretest to posttest. Additionally, María improved on all four progress 
monitoring measures, including letter naming fluency, letter sound fluency, phonemic 
segmentation fluency, and nonsense word fluency. The results indicate the current phonological 
awareness intervention was effective at improving the phonological awareness of an English 
Language Learner with language impairment. This growth is similar to the results of Ryder et al. 




(2008) who also raised student achievement by providing an explicit phonological awareness 
intervention to students at-risk of reading failure. In their study, they provided explicit phonemic 
awareness instruction to six and seven-year-olds with many opportunities for guided practice of 
these skills and found that explicit instruction made a big difference for these children who had 
otherwise received only implicit instruction of these skills. The improvement in phonological 
awareness also connects to research by Healy et al. (2005), Leafstedt et al. (2004), and Vaughn et 
al. (2006) that providing these interventions in English is effective for English Language 
Learners specifically. Healy et al. (2005) found that a Response-to-Intervention approach to 
providing phonological awareness interventions in English to ELLs was effective at targeting 
students for improvement in these skills or future remediation and identification. Leafstedt et al. 
(2004) found similar results for kindergarten ELLs, that providing explicit, systematic 
phonological awareness intervention in English with appropriate scaffolding positively impacted 
phonological awareness and word reading scores. Last, this connects to the work of Vaughn et al. 
(2006) who found similar results for Hispanic first grade ELLs who were provided explicit 
phonological awareness as part of an early reading intervention in English.  
 In addition to improving in general phonological awareness, María improved specifically 
on both measures of phonemic segmentation as assessed by CTOPP and the weekly progress 
monitoring measure to a level that was considered average as compared to her same-aged peers. 
On the segmenting words measure on the CTOPP, María‘s percentile rank improved from the 
eighth percentile to the 50
th
 percentile from pre to posttest. On her phonemic segmentation 
fluency progress-monitoring measure, María improved from 9 phonemes segmented correctly to 
57 phonemes segmented correctly in one minute on her penultimate week of the measure. By 




segmenting 57 phonemes correctly in one minute, she surpassed her goal (55), which is the 50
th
 
percentile for first grade.  
 This improvement in the targeted skill of phonemic segmentation to the same level of her 
peers is supported by research, which showed that this improvement may not have been 
unexpected for a student at-risk. First, these results echo the research of Gillon (2000), who 
found that students with speech and language impairments could reach phonological levels 
similar to peers with typical speech and language development as a result of a phonological 
awareness intervention. This also connects to the results of Leafstedt et al. (2004), who found 
that kindergarten ELLs reached the same level as English-speaking peers in phonemic 
segmentation fluency as a result of phonological awareness intervention. Second, the growth that 
Maria showed in the current intervention compared to Road to the Code is similar to the findings 
documented in the Report of the National Reading Panel (NIHCD, 2000) which found that 
focusing specifically on one or two phonemic awareness tasks was significantly more effective 
for teaching phonemic awareness than focusing on multiple skills. Road to the Code taught a 
cornucopia of phonological and early literacy skills, including rhyming, initial letter 
identification, initial sound isolation, phonemic segmentation, and blending. While María 
showed some response to this prior intervention in early literacy areas that were print-based, she 
did not respond to the purely auditory task of phonemic segmentation. The current intervention, 
on the other hand, was effective at improving phonemic segmentation by focusing on this one 
skill. The decision to target one skill at the phonemic segmentation level specifically is supported 
by research by Nation and Hulme (1997), who found that phonemic segmentation, not onset-
rime segmentation, was of critical importance for early reading and spelling development. Thus, 




the positive effects demonstrated in the current study by a focus on one skill at the phonemic 
segmentation level are supported by research in many ways.  
 Finally, the use of progress monitoring measures in the current study has been 
demonstrated in existing research. First, these measures helped to compare the effectiveness of 
the current intervention to Road to the Code in improving phonemic segmentation. Overall, 
María‘s growth in phonemic segmentation fluency from the current intervention was 37 
phonemes. The growth from the prior intervention according to this measure was only 9 
phonemes. The use of this tool allows for the direct comparison of these two interventions, 
which showed clearly that the current intervention, with an emphasis on sublexical fluency and 
auditory discrimination tasks, was more effective at improving phonemic segmentation than the 
prior intervention Road to the Code, which relied upon the sound-box routine of teacher 
modeling, student imitation, and corrective feedback. This connects to research by Healy et al. 
(2005), who in their study of using RtI to improve the phonological awareness of at-risk ELLs, 
found that weekly progress monitoring measures were effective at showing in real time how 
students responded to the implemented intervention. Leafstedt et al. (2004) also used the same 
weekly progress monitoring measures in phonemic segmentation fluency and nonsense word 
fluency to keep track of student progress.  
 Second, the use of progress monitoring tools helped to show how quickly María 
responded to the current intervention in phonemic segmentation. Moreover, María‘s growth in 
phonemic segmentation fluency as a result of the current intervention was immediately 
noticeable, because of the weekly progress monitoring measure. From the first weekly progress 
monitoring measure to the second weekly progress monitoring measure, María improved from 
12 phonemes segmented correctly to 34 phonemes segmented correctly, a change of 22 




phonemes in only one week. This stands in stark comparison to the growth María experienced 
during the entire Road to the Code intervention for two months, from 0 to 9 phonemes. This 
improvement in a short amount of time is supported by results from the Report of the National 
Reading Panel (NICHD, 2000), which found that teaching of phonemic awareness does not need 
to be extremely long or drawn out to be effective. The total time of phonemic awareness 
intervention provided to María was approximately 15 hours. Research shows that less than 20 
hours of phonemic awareness instruction is more effective than greater lengths of time dedicated 
to this skill (NICHD, 2000). 
 Limited transfer of skills across languages. 
 Next, the results from the cross-linguistic transfer of phonological skills from English to 
Spanish will be discussed. The researcher hypothesized that María‘s phonological skills would 
transfer from the language of instruction, English, to her home language, Spanish. The results 
from the current study showed that this hypothesis was incorrect, because her phonological 
awareness skills in Spanish were limited and did not show significant growth. While María made 
improvements in all but one subset of phonological awareness in English from pretest to posttest, 
she did not grow in all areas of phonological processing in Spanish. In fact, she decreased in one 
skill and did not change in five skills. When considering existing research from Vaughn et al. 
(2006) and Chen et al. (2010), this result is actually not surprising. Both researchers found that a 
certain level of expressive language proficiency in the subject‘s second language is required in 
order for transference to have a positive effect. Vaughn et al. (2006) found that the participants, 
all ELLs from Spanish-speaking homes, had low levels of oral language proficiency in both 
English and Spanish. Chen et al. (2010), in their study of Chinese children receiving instruction 
in English, found this threshold of second-language proficiency to occur around the third grade 




for typically-developing students. María, like the students from Vaughn et al. (2006), had low 
levels of oral language proficiency in both English and Spanish, as demonstrated by the results of 
her narrative retell language samples. These samples showed that her mean length of utterance 
was only 2.7, which is about the expressive language proficiency of a two-year-old. The 
resulting limited transference points to this influence. Since the language of instruction at school 
in English-only, any chance for María to build literacy in the language spoken at home would 
occur through possible cross-transference. Because this cross-linguistic transfer is dependent 
upon second-language oral language proficiency, and she shows a significant weakness in 
expressive language in both languages, it is unlikely that skills would be transferred to Spanish. 
 Expressive language growth. 
 Finally, María‘s expressive language results will be discussed and connected to existing 
research. The researcher hypothesized that her expressive language would improve from pre to 
post intervention. The results from both María‘s narrative retell language samples elicited in 
English and Spanish and the questionnaire given to adults who interacted with María indicate 
that this hypothesis was partly correct, in terms of expressive language growth in English. 
María‘s narrative retell language samples and SALT analysis show that she grew across all 
measures in English, including total completed words, number of different words, and mean 
length of utterance. The results of the language questionnaire indicated that María‘s expressive 
language grew in the categories of form and content during the course of the seven-week 
phonological awareness intervention. These results are consistent with the findings of existing 
research, which show that this growth may not have been unexpected. First, research by Gillon 
(2000) supported the transference of phonological skills to growth in expressive language 
phonology, or speech production, for students with spoken language impairments as a result of 




phonological awareness intervention. Likewise, these results are supported by the work of 
Giambo and McKinney (2004), who found that the use of phonological awareness interventions 
increased the oral English proficiency of Spanish-speaking kindergarteners more than simple 
storybook reading. 
 In terms of the effects of the intervention on expressive language in Spanish, no growth 
was observed. In fact, the results from the intervention showed that on the narrative retell 
language sample elicited by the bilingual co-researcher in Spanish, María responded in English 
only on both pre and posttests. Results of the language questionnaire from the Spanish teacher 
showed no growth in the categories of form and content and only minimal growth from the 
pretest questionnaire to the posttest questionnaire on language use. Interestingly, the Spanish 
teacher wrote in the additional notes/observations section that María actually showed a decrease 
in the amount of Spanish she used to respond in Spanish class from pretest to posttest. The 
Spanish teacher said that María had previously responded in one-word answers in Spanish and at 
posttest, she only responded in English. This was an unexpected and unintended outcome of the 
current study. This failure to produce expressive language in the language spoken at home, 
Spanish, was one of the factors that played into the identification of her language impairment 
after the completion of the study. Another factor was that María‘s mother revealed that María 
had previously been referred for speech and language services by her primary doctor as a three-
year-old while living in El Paso, Texas. Further testing was conducted after completion of the 
study by district speech and language pathologists and psychologists and it was determined that 
she qualified for speech and language services. In addition, because of the significance in 
variability between María‘s visual and verbal abilities, she also qualified for special education 
services for a specific learning disability.  




 Though she did not respond in Spanish during the Spanish-elicited narrative retell task, 
María‘s change in English expressive language from pretest to posttest on the task as elicited in 
Spanish was compared to the tasks as elicited in English to see if she showed a preference 
between the language used to elicit the directions and narrative aloud. The results showed that 
María showed increases in both the Spanish-elicited and English-elicited narrative retell 
language samples in all measures, including total completed words, number of different words, 
and mean length of utterance between the pre and post assessments. These increases were 
compared and showed that the change in all three measures from Spanish-elicited to English-
elicited language sample were comparable. The similarity of these results indicates that the 
growth in expressive language was not favored by eliciting the sample in one language over 
another. 
The importance of collaboration for at-risk students. 
 A final connection to research comes from the collaboration that occurred during the 
current study to intervene with a student in need. The intervention called upon many support 
staff, including the reading specialist, English as a Second Language teacher, classroom teacher, 
literacy aide, Spanish teacher, and bilingual co-researcher, to work together to communicate 
about and respond to the shared concern for a child in need. Hogan et al. (2005) cited particularly 
the importance of collaboration between reading specialists and speech and language 
pathologists in order to maximize response to the needs of the most at-risk learners. In this new 
RtI era, as schools make every effort to close gaps for these students, they will undoubtedly 
begin to receive more and varied interventions. The current study and existing research both 




suggest that the coordination of these resources is imperative to the instructional decisions that 
affect at-risk students.  
 To review, the researcher‘s hypotheses that María‘s phonological awareness and 
expressive language would grow as a result of the current intervention were confirmed. These 
results were connected to and supported by existing research. The researcher‘s hypothesis that 
Maria‘s phonological skills would transfer to her first language was not confirmed, as the cross-
linguistic transfer of skills was limited. Finally, This result was also connected to and supported 
by existing research. In the following section, explanations of these results will be offered.   
Explanation of Results 
 In this section, explanations of the results will be offered. First, the growth in phonemic 
segmentation fluency will be explained by the use of auditory discrimination tasks as a 
scaffolded alternative to the sound-box routine of teacher modeling, student imitation, and 
corrective feedback used by the prior intervention Road to the Code. Second, the use of 
sublexical fluency can explain this growth by providing an alternative to saying words slowly in 
the sound-box routine and decreasing the load on phonological memory. Third, expressive 
language growth will be explained by the transfer of metacognitive awareness of the structure of 
language.  
 Auditory discrimination tasks. 
 First, the growth in phonemic segmentation fluency is likely the result of using the 
scaffolded approach of auditory discrimination tasks, instead of using a pattern of teacher 
modeling, student imitation, and corrective feedback, as was used in the prior intervention Road 




to the Code. The use of auditory discrimination, in which María was first asked to recognize 
correct and incorrect examples of phonemic segmentation, provided a cognitive scaffold that had 
not been provided in the prior intervention‘s sound-box routine. In this prior routine, María had 
been asked to jump directly to generation of the targeted skill when she was asked to listen and 
then reproduce the modeled segmentation. This approach did not produce adequate response to 
intervention for this linguistically-underdeveloped student because she could not simply generate 
correct segmentation after hearing it. No amount of repeated practice of this routine was 
effective, as was evidenced by María‘s lack of progress in phonemic segmentation during this 
intervention. Although it seems natural for typically-developing English-speaking students, the 
leap directly from imitation to production is a large one. Instead, the use of auditory 
discrimination tasks, in which the subject was first asked to recognize correct and incorrect 
phonemic segmentation, provided a necessary intermediate step to generation.  
 There is plenty of research to support the gradual release of responsibility of 
phonological skills for students by controlling for task complexity and phonological level. In 
their phonological awareness intervention for ELLs, Leafstedt et al. (2004) used a staircase 
correction model so that ―‗cognitively complex demands can be reduced systematically until 
students are able to respond correctly and then can be recomposed in ‗steps,‘ each providing a 
scaffold that supports the next higher step, until students are able to respond correctly to the 
original high-demand question‖ (Gerber, Jimenez, Leafstedt, Villaruz, Richards, & English, 
2004; as cited in Leafstedt et al., 2004, p. 256). In their study, when ELLs were unable to 
identify smaller units of sound, they decreased the task complexity by leading them to larger 
units of sound, such as segmenting onset-rime or simply repeating the entire word first. The 
Report of the National Reading Panel (NICHD, 2000) and other studies found that in the 




development of phonological sensitivity, development moves from more simple to complex 
tasks, meaning that detection, or the ability to identify similar from dissimilar items, should be 
taught before generation or manipulation of these skills. It is common practice when teaching the 
phonological skills of rhyming and initial sound to ask students to recognize or identify examples 
and non-examples before they are asked to generate or produce examples on their own. This is 
not common practice, however, for phonemic segmentation instruction or intervention. However, 
in the current study, the auditory discrimination tasks provided María with a concrete, scaffolded 
choice: either the researcher had correctly or incorrectly segmented the word into its phonemes. 
In anticipation of this choice, María‘s receptive language skills were heightened and focused on 
listening to the individual sounds of language.  
Additionally, María‘s incorrect responses were observed, recorded, and utilized to build 
her metalinguistic awareness. She began to develop an awareness of her own misconceptions of 
this discrete phonological skill. This process built the metacognition necessary to ―hear‖ the 
underlying structure of language. This technique, of using student responses and errors as 
immediate feedback for future instruction, was also noted as an effective technique in the work 
of Leafstedt et al. (2004) with at-risk English learners. 
 Sublexical fluency.  
 In addition to using auditory discrimination as an alternative to imitation, the growth in 
phonemic segmentation observed as a result of the current study can be explained by 
emphasizing sublexical fluency as a means to decrease the load on phonological memory for a 
student with an underdeveloped linguistic system. The sound-box routine in the Road to the 
Code emphasizes saying the word slowly to hear the sounds in the word. This creates a 
dependency upon the ability to imitate what is heard when the teacher models correct 




segmentation, which places a significant demand on one‘s phonological memory. In the case of 
María, and likely other students with underdeveloped phonological processing systems, her 
phonological memory was extremely low compared to her same-age peers, as shown by pre and 
posttest CTOPP scores in the first and second percentiles, respectively. In reality, the results of 
the current study suggest the opposite is true in the phonemic segmentation for students with 
desensitized or underdeveloped linguistic systems; that is, in order for these children to be able to 
successfully segment words into their component sounds, they must do so quickly in order to 
retain semblance of the word as a whole and to decrease the load on phonological memory to 
―hear‖ and remember these separate sounds. 
 This conclusion is logical, and developmentally appropriate, based on what is known 
about language development in general, and about phonemic segmentation specifically, 
according to existing research on these topics. Language development research shows that 
children‘s language develops over time from larger to smaller units (Leafstedt et al., 2004). The 
task of phonemic awareness, as one of the most important predictors in early reading and 
spelling development (Nation & Hulme, 1997), is also one of the most difficult phonological 
skills to grasp because it deals with the smallest unit of language, the phoneme. Additionally, the 
task of segmentation is one of the most complex (Leafstedt et al., 2004; Nation & Hulme, 1997). 
Thus, for students with underdeveloped language systems or language impairments operating at 
a younger, less-developed language capacity, it makes sense for them to rely on this larger, 
holistic unit. Segmenting the sounds quickly through practice that emphasizes sublexical fluency 
provides the opportunity to retain this larger unit in their working phonological memory.   
 




 Transfer of metacognitive awareness. 
 Finally, the growth in expressive language as observed in the current study can likely be 
explained by the growth and transfer of metacognitive awareness about the structure of language 
as provided by the phonological awareness intervention. The results from the anecdotal records 
show that María was challenged daily to build an awareness of her patterns of incorrect 
segmentation in order to produce correct segmentation. Phonological awareness, by definition, is 
the awareness of these underlying sound structures of language. Phonology falls under the larger 
category of expressive language. Moreover, phonological skills have been shown to be 
transferrable across languages (Chen et al., 2010; Vaughn et al., 2006) and to be transferrable to 
certain aspects of expressive language (Gillon, 2000). Given these results, including those 
observed from the current study, it is not too much of a stretch to suggest that the phonological 
skills were potentially transferred to María‘s expressive language as a result of this phonological 
awareness intervention. 
 To review, explanations of the results were offered in this section. First, the use of 
auditory discrimination tasks as a scaffold between recognition and generation of phonemic 
segmentation was offered as an alternative to the failed pattern of teacher modeling, student 
imitation, and corrective feedback as used by the prior intervention, Road to the Code. Second, 
the emphasis on sublexical fluency was offered as an alternative to saying words slowly, in order 
to decrease the load on phonological memory. Last, the transfer of phonological skills to 
expressive language was explained by growth in metalinguistic awareness, or the awareness of 
the sound structure of language. In the following section, the results of the study will be 
connected to the Common Core Standards for English Language Arts (2010). 




Connections to Common Core Standards 
 In addition to support from existing research in the field, the results of the current study 
are supported and linked to the Common Core State Standards for English Language Arts 
(2010). First, María‘s results indicated growth from pre to posttest on all composite measures of 
the CTOPP, including phonological awareness, phonological memory, and rapid naming. The 
Common Core standards identify phonological awareness as a foundational reading skill for 
children in kindergarten and first grade (RF.2). The first part of this standard (RF.2a) explains 
the expectation that students demonstrate understanding of spoken words, syllables, and 
sounds/phonemes. The results from the intervention demonstrate María‘s growth in her 
metalinguistic abilities. Additionally, the results showed that this intervention, with an emphasis 
on sublexical fluency and auditory discrimination tasks, helped María improve particularly in the 
area of phoneme segmentation. The importance of phoneme segmentation is noted in this second 
foundational Common Core standard (RF.2d) which expects that students in kindergarten and 
first grade segment spoken single-syllable words into their complete sequence of individual 
sounds (phonemes). This was the focus of the current intervention.  
 The results of the current intervention also align with the Speaking and Listening 
standards of the Common Core State Standards for English Language Arts (2010). According to 
these standards, all students in kindergarten through twelfth grade must show proficiency in 
Comprehension and Collaboration (SL.1-3) and Presentation of Knowledge and Ideas (SL. 4, 6). 
In these standards, first grade students are expected to participate in conversations with peers 
(SL.1), ask and answer questions (SL.2-3), describe people, places, things, and events with 
relevant details, expressing ideas and feelings clearly (SL.4) and produce complete sentences 




when appropriate to task and situation (SL.6). In particular, the results from the expressive 
language measures, including the narrative retell task and language questionnaires, indicated 
some growth towards meeting the speaking portion of these standards. María‘s expressive 
language grew in the areas of semantics (content) and syntax/morphology (form), but less in 
pragmatics (use). In the following sections, reflections on the strengths of the current study will 
be offered. 
 Strengths of the Study 
 While the conclusions drawn from this current study are supported by and connected to 
existing research and embodied by the expectations of the Common Core State Standards for 
English Language Arts (2010), there are particular strengths to the study that should be 
considered. One strength of this study was its context. Because she was already scheduled to 
receive an intensive reading intervention, the subject was provided a one-on-one intervention on 
a daily basis for 30 minutes in the quiet space of the researcher‘s office. Because of this design, 
the student and the teacher were able to concentrate solely on the intervention and the individual 
progress of the student, rather than be distracted by peers in the classroom. 
 A second strength of the study was the ability to test the ELL‘s skills in both English and 
Spanish through access to a bilingual co-researcher. It is extremely common in suburban school 
districts for there to be limited access to bilingual support staff, which had been the case prior to 
the study. As a result of testing in Spanish, the ELL was determined to have language 
impairment, as her language in both English and Spanish was significantly delayed. Without the 
inclusion of a bilingual co-researcher, it is possible that María would have continued on without 
any teachers or support staff aware of her language deficits. 




 A third strength of this study was its ability to respond to the observed need of a 
struggling learner and to compare the effectiveness of one intervention to another, following 
appropriate Response-to-Intervention protocol. This responsiveness can be attributed to its 
weekly progress-monitoring of skills and metacognitive approach. The positive effects of this 
intervention provide insight for future interventions that will be received by struggling learners. 
They also provide hope that students who are initially non-responsive may, in fact, just need a 
different approach that pays closer attention to their current needs. 
 Finally, a fourth strength of this study was the collaboration that occurred to intervene 
and respond appropriately to the intensive needs of the child. By working together, the Reading 
Specialist, the ESL teacher, classroom teacher, literacy aide, Spanish teacher, bilingual co-
researcher, and parents were able to look at the child as a whole, and make choices as a team in 
her best interest. 
Limitations of the Study and Recommendations for Future Research 
 While there were strengths of the study, there were also limitations that should be 
reviewed, particularly when considering the applicability of this study to future research. In this 
section, the limitations of the current study will be offered, and recommendations to improve 
upon these limitations will be explored. First, the lack of comparable testing tools in both 
languages is discussed. Second, limitations to the instructional delivery model are considered. 
Third, the limitations of sample size and population are discussed. Fourth, the length of the study 
is reviewed. Finally, three recommendations for future research on phonological awareness 
interventions are offered based on the effectiveness of the current study. 




 The first major limitation of this study was the capacity of the researcher to compare 
English and Spanish phonological awareness, due to the difference in the English and Spanish 
measures. Whereas the English measure, the CTOPP assesses a combination of phonological 
awareness, phonological memory, and rapid naming as composites of phonological processing, 
the CELF-4-Spanish measures only phonological awareness skills, and in much greater detail. 
Thus, it was difficult to truly compare any cross-language transfer of phonological awareness 
skills because the assessments measured different components of phonological awareness. A re-
consideration of this intervention would have been either the creation of an identical English and 
Spanish phonological awareness skills test or using a more compatible Spanish test. One such 
test found in research with ELLs is the Test of Phonological Processes-Spanish (TOPP-S; 
Branum-Martin, Metha, Fletcher, Carlson, Ortiz, Mario, & Francis, 2006; as cited in Cárdenas-
Hagan et al., 2007; Vaughn et al., 2006) to match the CTOPP in English. This would be 
preferable for ease of comparison of phonological awareness across languages for future 
research.  
 A second limitation to this study was the instructional delivery model provided to the 
subject during the course of the intervention. In addition to being pulled out one-on-one for this 
phonological awareness intervention, María was pulled out by the English as a Second Language 
teacher, sometimes during her daily block of regular reading instruction. Though the researcher 
discussed this model with the ESL teacher prior to the start of the intervention with hopes of 
assuring that the subject would receive her full reading block from her regular education teacher 
in addition to ESL services, this was not possible due to scheduling conflicts. Also, because 
María received small group Title I math services from the math specialist, small group support 
ESL support, and 1:1 reading intervention, she was likely exposed to more opportunities to use 




her expressive language than she otherwise would have been without this small group math 
support or without any reading intervention. This small group support likely factors into the 
observed increases in her expressive language in English during the course of this seven-week 
intervention, outside of the phonological awareness practice. If this study were to be conducted 
again, it would be recommended that ESL services be provided either completely within the 
reading block or pulled out during a time other than the reading block.    
 A third limitation was the sample size and population. Because this study investigated the 
effects of the intervention on only one student, the results cannot be generalized to the entire 
population. Additionally, because this subject was both an ELL and a student with language 
impairment, its results are reflective of only a very small specific subset of the general 
population. Though it would be difficult to find other participants in the school or district that fit 
these two criteria, similar results with a larger sample size would increase the significance of the 
study. Therefore, it is recommended that a larger sample size be used when replicating this study. 
This could be achieved by conducting the study with and collecting data from many one-on-one 
interventions drawn from a much larger geographic area.   
 A fourth limitation of the current study is the length of the study. Because the study was 
only seven weeks long, it did not offer the opportunity to study the long-term effects of the 
intervention, or its effect on other aspects of literacy development. A recommendation for future 
research then is to provide follow-up progress monitoring after the completion of the 
intervention, as well as follow-up testing on other areas of literacy in future grades. The reason 
for this recommendation is that a slight decrease in phonemic segmentation fluency was noted in 
the current study from the penultimate week to ultimate week in progress monitoring, from 57 




phonemes segmented correctly to 49 segmented correctly. While this decrease is not alarming, it 
raises a question about the directionality of this trend. Ryder et al. (2008) did follow the 
intervention students for two years after their kindergarten year of intervention and found that the 
improvements made from intervention had long-lasting benefits. Similarly, Hogan et al. (2005) 
and Gray and McCutchen (2006) both track the effects of their phonological awareness 
intervention provided in kindergarten to see if the effects transferred to other areas of literacy, 
such as word reading and comprehension, in later grades. It would be interesting and worthwhile 
to measure this same subject in two years time to see if these short-term increases in 
phonological awareness are maintained and transferred to other areas of literacy development. 
 María‘s growth, as a result of not only explicit and systematic but focused and properly-
scaffolded intervention on one phonological skill, is an important revelation and raises three 
other questions about phonological awareness interventions that should be considered for future 
research. First, research that compares the effectiveness of prescriptive pre-packaged 
intervention programs to teacher-designed interventions should be considered, especially with 
populations who have not been responsive to a program or part of a program. Had this current 
phonological awareness intervention with focus on sublexical fluency and auditory 
discrimination tasks not been designed for and implemented with this student according to her 
specific needs, it is possible that she may not have developed the important foundational skill of 
phonemic segmentation, as many other prepackaged phonological awareness intervention 
programs rely on a similar sound-box routine for teaching phonemic segmentation of teacher 
modeling, student imitation, and corrective feedback. The results from this alternate intervention 
suggest the need for future research on the flexibility of interventionists to go ―outside the box‖ 
of prepackaged programs in order to elicit response to intervention. This recommendation is 




logical based on the effective design from Leafstedt et al. (2004), that paying careful attention to 
a student‘s daily responses is an effective way to plan instruction and produce response to 
intervention, because it is based directly on student need and misconception.  
 More research is also needed to compare the effectiveness of the sound-box routine, 
which jumps directly to phonemic segmentation production, to auditory discrimination tasks that 
offer a cognitive scaffold between recognition and generation. The effectiveness of using this 
progression from recognition to generation on the more complex task of phonemic segmentation, 
particularly when students are observed struggling with this skill, should be researched. 
 Finally, future research on the relationship between phonological awareness intervention 
and expressive language should be conducted. Gillon (2000) found that a phonological 
awareness intervention was effective at improving speech production of students with language 
impairments in the area of phonology. In her discussion of her research, she pondered the 
connection between phonological awareness and other areas of language, such as semantics, 
pragmatics, and syntax/morphology, and urged other researchers to consider the interactive view 
of skilled reading (Rumelhart, 1977; as cited in Gillon, 2000) as support for the idea that the 
skills necessary for reading development, such as language, are interdependent and closely 
related. While this connection is plausible, and even likely, there is still a need for more research 
on this topic. 
Conclusion 
 This final chapter served to draw the current study to a close. First, the results of the 
current study, including the growth of phonological awareness and expressive language, and the 




limited cross-linguistic transfer of phonological skills, were discussed and connected to existing 
research. Second, explanations of these results were offered, including the use of auditory 
discrimination and sublexical fluency as alternatives to the sound-box approach of the prior 
intervention, of teacher modeling, student imitation, and corrective feedback and saying words 
slowly. In addition, expressive language growth was explained by the increase in metalinguistic 
awareness. Third, connections were made to the Common Core State Standards for English 
Language Arts (2010) in the areas of Reading Foundational skills and Speaking and Listening. 
Fourth, strengths and limitations of the study were offered. Finally, recommendations for future 
research were explored. While the design of the current study was limited to the experience of 
one emergent ELL with language impairment, the results speak volumes to the potential of 
reconsidering the traditional sound-box phonemic segmentation routine for a student with an 
underdeveloped linguistic system who fails to hear sounds in words and who has expressive 
language deficits. The results of this study should serve to build the case for thinking ―outside 
the box‖—beyond sound boxes—when it comes to providing a phonological awareness 
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Progress Monitoring Assessments 
 




















Narrative Retell Language Sample Scripts 










Narrative Retell Language Sample Transcripts and SALT Analyses 
 












































































Sublexical Fluency Intervention Routine: 































































































Auditory Discrimination Intervention Routine:  
Daily Anecdotal Record of Phonemic Segmentation Errors 
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